THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. (Vol. §7:] 655 | 








July +2, tot3. 





LEGAL & GENERAL 


LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED 1856, 





THE 


PERFECTED SYSTEM 
OF 


LIFE 
ASSURANCE. 











Total Funds 
Income, 1912 


£9,000,000. 
£1,185,000. 


TRUSTEES. 
THE EARL OF HALSBURY. 
The Hon. Mr. Justice DEANE. 
RoMER WILLIAMS, Eaq., D.L., J.P. 
-Cuas. P. JOHNSON, Eaq., J.P. 
ROBERT YOUNGER, Esq., K.C. 


DIRECTORS, 

Deputy-Chairman, 

CHARLES P. JOHNSON, Esq., J.P. 

Frere, John W. C., Esq. 
Haldane, Francis G., Esq., W.S. 
Pattisson, Walter B., Esq. 
Rawle, Thomas, Esq. 
Rider, J. E. W., Eaq. 
Saltwell, Wm. Henry, Esq. 
Tweedie, R. W., > 
Younger, Robert, Esq., K.C. 


Chairman, 

ROMER WILLIAMS, Esq., D.L., J.P. 
Buckmaster, 8. O., Esq., K.C., M.P. 
Chadwyck-Healey, Sir Charles E. H., 

K.C.B., K.C. 

Channell, The Hon. Mr. Justice. 
Deane, The Hon. Mr. Justice. 


Follett, John S., Esq., J.P. 





BONUS RECORD. 


36/- % per annum, compound. 
38/- % ” ” 
358/- % ” ” 
38/- % %”? ? 
38/- % » ” 


1891 
1896 
1901 
1906 
1911 





WHOLE LIFE ASSURANCE AT MINIMUM COST UNDER 
THE SOCIETY’S PERFECTED MAXIMUM TABLE. 





ALL CLASSES OF LIFE ASSURANCE AND 
ANNUITIES GRANTED. 





Policies are granted at specially low rates 
for Non-Profit Assurances, and these are 
particularly advantageous for the purpose 
of providing Death Duties and portions 
for younger children, 

These are granted in large or small 
amounts on Reversionary Interests of all 
kinds and other approved Securities, and 
transactions will be completed with a 
minimum of delay. 


ESTATE 
DUTIES. 


LOANS. 





Heap Orrice: 10, FLEET ST., LONDON, E.C. 














The Solicitors’ Journal 


and Weekly Reporter. 
(ESTABLISHED IN 1887.) 
LONDON, JULY 12, 1913. 





ANNUAL SUBSCRIPTION, WHICH MUST BK PAID IN ADVANCE 
£1 6s.; by Post, £1 8s. ; Foreign, £1 10s, 4d. 
HALF-YEARLY AND QUARTERLY SUBSCRIPTIONS IN PROPORTION. 








*,* The Editor cannot undertake to return rejected contributions, and 
copies should be kept of all articles sent by writers who are not on 
the regular staff of the JOURNAL. 


All letters intended for publication must be authenticated by the name 
of the writer. 





GENERAL HEADINGS. 


Sy SONI ain0oc>cesseseseusites 655 | New OrnpgErRs, &¢ 
CERTIFICATE OF VALIDITY UNDER SOCIETIES .....0-s. 
SECTION 35 OF THE PATENT ACT, LEGAL NEWS ..... 
1907 . +++. ee 658 | COURT PAPERS 
WINDING-UP NOTICES 
.. 659 | CREDITORS’ NOTICRS 
BANKRUPTOY NOTIONS .........0+0++ a 


Wire's DoMICIL IN DIvoRcE 
EY. Kb oncibb60s-00chewads 
CORRESPONDENCE 





Cases Reported this Week. 


Bebb v. The Law Society 

Calico Printers’ Association v. Booth ° 

Commissioners of Inland Revenue v. Truman, Hanbury, 
Buxton & Co. (Lim.) and Another 

National Telephore Co. (Lim.) (in Liquidation) and 
Another v. His Majesty’s Postmaster-General ........... 

Pink v. Sharwood & Co 

Rayer, Re. Rayer v. Rayer . 

The Blair Open Hearth Furnace Co, {Lim.) .........-.seeeeeeee 

Rabjohns, Re 

W. H. Harvey—-Hoilingshead and Another v. P. & D. 
Egan (Lim.) 





Current Topics. 


The Annual Meeting. 


A NUMBER of matters of interest and importance were dis- 
cussed or referred to at the annual meeting of the Law Society 
on the 4th inst. The question of debt and rent collecting on 
commission, or for a percentage remuneration, has been under the 
consideration of the Council, and the President stated that the 
Council are advised that such an arrangement is unobjectionable 
provided it excludes the taking of legal proceedings. As to land 
transfer, it appears that it is still too early for the Council to 
make any announcement. They have had a good many communi- 
cations with the Lord Chancellor, but these have been 
confidential. At the same time, Mr. SAMPSON strongly hinted 
that developments might be expected. Politics apart, we may 
expre:s the hope that Lord HALDANE will be in office long 
enough to give these developments a chance. The year, which 
has been sadly marred by the death of Mr. ELLErt, has been a 
busy one for the Council, and much useful work has been done. 
Perhaps there was a greater disposition at the mecting to 
recognize this than has sometimes been the case. The position 
of solicitors has advanced enormously, and, no doubt, will 
advance, and while the Council, like every other body of the 
kind, is not superior to criticism, the criticism which is useful is 
that which will help the Council in its work. It is unfortunate, 
both on vata, and social grounds, that there is to be no 
provincial meeting this year. 


The Late Mr. Lyttelton, K.C. 

Mr. Lytreron’s untimely death at the comparatively early 
age of fifty-six will be universally regretted by both branches of 
the legal profession. A nephew of the late W. k. GLADSTONE and a 
close friend of Mr. BaLrour, Mr. LYTTELTON was a fine specimen 
of the very best type of English gentleman; his courtesy and 
uprightness of condetl under all circumstances won for him 
general respect both at the bar and in the House of Commons, 
To these qualities of heart and disposition he added that all- 
round genius for athletic sports which invariably wins amongst 
‘Englishmen an esteem not always accorded to mere intel- 
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lectual ability. At the bar Mr. Lytretton devilled for 
Sir Henry James, whose political follower he also became, for, 
like his chief, he joined the Unionist wing of the Liberal party 
in 1886. After some years of a considerable legal practice, 
during which he took silk and was appointed tothe Recorder- 
ship of Oxford, he entered the House of Commons, and in 1903 
became Secretary of State for the Colonies. While serving in 
that capacity there devolved upon him the uncongenial duty of 
defending the Chinese Labour Ordinances relating to the intro- 
duction of coolies into the South African mines ; it was obvious 
that some unforeseen results of the system—the outbreak 
of Oriental vice among the coolies and the illegal system of 
corporal punishinent which came accidentally into existence— 
caused much distress to his humane and candid temperament ; 
and during the last few,years he ceased to take a very prominent 
part in politics. Unlike Mr. AsquiTH in 1895, he did not return 
to active practice at the bar after having held Cabinet rank, 
although, we believe, he occasionally appeared in a case present- 
ing special features of social or public interest. He was 
certainly a distinguished example of the maxim Mens sana in 
corpore sano, the type of man who reflects credit upon any 
profession of which he may happen to be a member. 


Branch Public Trustee Offices. 

Tue FACT that the Public Trustee is advertising for applications 
for the appointment of deputy public trustee at Manchester, 
indicates an extension of his activities. The Public Trustee Act, 
1906, contemplates in section 14 (1) the establishment of branch 
offices, and Rule 42 of the Public Trustee Rules, 1912, provides 
that the Public Trustee may in writing authorize any deputy 
public trustee to exercise, either generally or in relation to any 
particular case, any of the powers and duties of the Public 
Trustee except certain specified powers and duties. Rule 43 
provides that a deputy public trustee shall not, except with the 
consent in writing of the Public Trustee, act as solicitor to a 
trust subject to his administration. The rules seem, therefore, to 
contemplate that the deputy public trustee will be a solicitor, 
and also that he will not be expected to give his whole time to 
the duties of the office. Hitherto there has apparently been no 
necessity for branch offices, but they will naturally be required 
if the business of the Public Trustee extends. 


The Proposed Extension of the Powers of the 
Public Trustee. 

IN CONNECTION with the establishment of branch public trustee 
offices it may be noticed that there is a Bill in Parliament for the 
establishment of a public trustee for Scotland. Hitherto it has 
been supposed that Scotland had all that was required in the 
system of judicial factors. Strong evidence in favour of this 
system was given before the Select Committee on Trusts 
Administration which reported in May, 1895, and it was the 
basis of the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896. That Act, however, 
only postponed for a time the establishment of the Public 
Trustee in this country, and apparently the judicial factor is to 
be replaced by the Public Trustee in Scotland. The Bill follows 
the lines of the Public Trustee Act, 1906, and makes provision 
for the administration of small estates, but it omits the provision 
for the appointment of the Public Trustee as custodian trustee. 
There is also before Parliament a Bill toamend the Public Trustee 
Act, 1906, which is intended to enable the Public Trustee to eject 
the existing trustees, when he is satisfied that all the persons for 
the time being beneficially interested desire that he shall become 
the sole trustee ; and he may satisfy himself of this by the statutory 
declaration of any person appearing to have personal knowledge 
of the facts. The Bill is referred to in the recent report of the 
Council of the Law Society. ‘The Council,” so runs the report, 
“object to these proposals, and have so informed the Lord Chan- 
cellor ; they consider that powers such as these should be exer- 
cisable, if at all, only by the court and for special cause shewn.” 
No doubt this is so. The court will remove trustees, even where 
there has been no breach of trust, if this is for the benefit of the 
trust ; the principles on which it acts are laid down in Letterstedt 
v. Broers (9 App. Cas. p. 386), and Re Wrightson (1908, 1 Ch. pp. 
801-3) ; but the attempt of the Public Trustee to arrogate this 
power to himself should be strenuously resisted. 





The Scott Will Case. 

Ir 1s difficult for anyone not present at a trial to form a 
critical opinion of the effect of the evidence, especially when the 
evidence is given at great length ; but probably no one familiar 
with the doctrine of undue influence as applied to wills was 
surprised at the failure of the attempt to invalidate the late Sir 
JouN Scort’s will on this ground (Zimes, 8th inst). The mere fact 
that the legatee had acquired unbounded influence over the 
testator, even though such influence should, in the view of third 
persons, be extremely unfortunate, is not sufficient to invalidate 
the bequest to her. There must, as was pointed out by Sir 
JAMES HANNEN in Wingrove v. Wingrove (11 P. D. 81), be 
coercion such as to compel the testator to make a disposition which 
he does not wish to make. ‘It is only when the will of the 
person who becomes a testator is coerced into doing that 
which he or she doe; not desire to do, that it is undue influence.” 
Coercion in this sense, when the testator is in the fuli enjoyment 
of his faculties and is under no physical compulsion, is almost 
impossible ; though there may be coercion when he is in articulo 
mortis, or is otherwise deprived of free volition. But whatever 
circumstances may amount to coercion in particular cases, there 
seems to have been no evidence to shew that Sir JoHN Scorr# 
will was made under coercion, and the verdict of the jury in 
favour of the will was the natural result of the trial. 


Discovery between Co-Defendants. 

Two RECENT cases affecting discovery are of such importance 
in practice that it is worth while shortly to draw attention to the 
points decided ; at some future date we may comment more 
fully on the principle involved. In Birchall v. Birch Crisp 
& Co., and others (Court of Appeal, June 20th), the Court of 
Appeal (SwINFEN Eapy, L.J., dissenting) held that Order 
31, rr. 12 and 14, only authorizes an order for discovery 
against one defendant at the instance of another when there is 
some right to be adjusted between the co-defendants in the action 
in such a sense that, as a result of the decision, that matter 
would be res judicuta as between those co-defendants. Here 
the plaintiff sued the defendant, JACKSON, as assignor to him of 
an aliquot share in commission payable to JACKSON by the other 
defendants, Bircu, Crisp & Co. The latter defendants (1) 
denied the plaintiffs’ rights as against JACKSON, and (2) alleged 
that they had a claim against JACKSON for misrepresentation, 
which they were entitled to set-off against his commission. 
Bircn Crisp & Co. made an application for inspection of 
certain documents named by JACKSON in his affidavit of docu- 
ments; this was refused by WARRINGTON, J., who was upheld 
by the majority of the Court of Appeal, on the ground that 
there was no “right to be adjusted in the action” as between 
the co-defendants, so as to bring the case within the principle of 
Shaw v. Smith (1886, 18 Q. B. D. 193). The result of this 
decision would appear to be that the mere existence on the 
pleadings of some issue between the co-cefendants is not in itself 
enough to entitle one to discovery as against the other; there 
must be something more, namely, the certainty that such issue, 
when decided, will operate as res judicata between those 
co defendants, and not merely between plaintiff and defendants. 


Discovery by Next Friend. 

ANOTHER and quite different point under Order 31 
12 and 29, arose in Pink v. J. A. Sharwood & Co, (Limited) 
(1913, W. N. 211). Here Eve, J., held that, where a person of 
unsound mind sues by his “next friend,” the latter is not 4 
“ party” to the action, and therefore cannot be ordered to make 
an affidavit of documents. So long ago as 1885 a similar rule 
in respect of an infant’s “ next friend” was laid down by PgaR- 
son, J. (Dyke v. Stephens, 1885, 30 Ch. D, 189); but after that 
decision rule 29 was added making the order apply to the “ next 
friend ” of infants, but saying nothing about the “ next friend” 
of lunatics. Probably the reason for this omission is that 
Matins, V.C., in Higginson v. Hall (1879, 10 Ch. D. 235), had 
already held that, in the case of lunatics, the next friend was “on 
broad principles ” the proper person to make the affidavit. What- 
ever the reason may have been, however, the fact remains that 
under the added Rule 29, an order for discovery can be made 
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against the infant’s next friend, while nothing is said about the 
Junatic’s next friend. Eve, J., took the view, therefore, that 
Order XXXI. must have intended to distinguish between the 
two, and that the maxim inclusio wnius exclusio alterius compelled 
him to hold that discovery is not now available against the next 
friend of the lunatic. It is submitted, however, that this inter- 
pretation of Rule 29 is unnecessary ; the Rules Committee, when 
they made that rule, must have known that lunatics had been 
held to come within the existing rules, whereas infants had been 
held to be outside the rules ; accordingly they altered the rules 
so as to include the latter. If, by so doing, they have excluded 
the former, the result is, indeed, Gilbertian. 


The Apportionment of the Increase of Licence 
Duties. 

AN APPEAL from the judgment of Judge Bray, in the case of 
Watney, Combe, Reid, & Co. v. Berners (ante, p. 611), has been very 
quickly heard by the Divisional Court (7imes, 5th inst.). The 
learned county court judge, it will be remembered, held that 
an intermediate lessee of a free public-house could not pass on 
to his superior lessor, by virtue of section 2 of the Finance 
Act, 1912, eny part of the increase of the licence duties under 
the Finance Act, 1910. Both the Act of 1910 and that of 
1912 provide for the licence-holder passing a part of the 
increase on to others. The Act of 1910 deals, in section 46, with 
tied public-houses, and entitles the licence-holder to recover a 
part of the increase, proportionate to the benefit arising from the 
tie, from the person to whom the house is tied. The Act of 
1912 deals with free houses, and enables the lessee to recover 
a part of the increase, proportionate to the increased rent of the 
premises as licensed premises, from the lessor. Under the earlier 
Act no question arises of throwing the burden further back 
than the first stage. It is a matter solely between the brewer 
and the licence-holder, and the increase in the duty is shared 
between them. Under the later Act the terms are “ lessor” and 
“lessee,” and these suggest that each successive lessee in an 
ascending scale can pass part of the burden on to his immediate 
lessor. Judge Bray adopted the ordinary meanings of the terms, 
and allowed section 2 to have this effect, It is expressed to 
apply where licensed premises are “ held ” under a lease, and this 
term is as appropriate to an intermediate as to the occupying 
lessee ; and the Legislature having used such language, the 
learned county court judge did not concern himself with the 
effects which might be produced ; the intermediate lessee might, 
for instance, be entitled to deduct more from his lessor than he 
himself allowed to his own lessee. But we pointed out, when 
first discussing the question (ante, p. 141), that the language of 
the section seems to contemplate only a single apportionment, and 
this view has now been taken by the Divisional Court (RIDLEY 
and COLERIDGE, JJ.). The section, like section 46 of the Finance 
Act, 1910, is framed with a view to giving relief to the actual 
licence-holder ; and when this has been done, and a part of the 
increase transferred to his immediate lessor, the section is 
exhausted. The successive deductions as between lessees and 
their superior lessors would raise questions of considerable 
difficulty, and if this had been intended by the Legislature, 
definite provision would doubtless have been made, similar to that 
in respect of the compensation charge under the Licensing Act, 
1910, s, 21(3.. Apparently, the matter is to be taken to the 
Court of Appeal, but, in view of the state of its business, that 
court has declined to expedite the hearing of the appeal, and 
attempts to claim a share of the duty from superior lessors will, 
doubtless, remain for the present in abeyance. 


Bills of Sale of Trade Goods. 

IN THE case of Hollingshead v. P. & H. Egan (Limited) (Times, 
4th inst.) the House of Lords have adopted the principle of Re 
Ginger (1897, 2 Q. B. 461), and have held that the existence of a 
bill of sale over trade goods does not prevent their being in the 
order and disposition of the grantor as the reputed owner, and 
consequently, on his subsequent bankruptcy, the title of the 
trustee in bankruptcy will prevail over that of the grantee. The 
present appeal was from Ireland, and it was at first held in that 
country, in Ae Stanley (17 L. R. Ir. 487), that, owing to the statu- 
tery restriction on seizure by the grantee contained in section 7 





of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, the goods could not be said to 
remain in the possession of the grantor with the consent 
of the true owner—that is, of the grantee; but, in 
fact, the grantee of the bill of sale, by taking it with the statutory 
restriction, consents to this restriction having its due effect, and 
therefore consents to the goods remaining in the order and dis- 
position of the grantor. This view, which was taken in Re 
Ginger (supra), has been affirmed by the House of Lords. Some 
difficulty is caused by the provision of section 7 of the Bills of 
Sale Act, 1882, that the grantee shall not seize the goods until, 
amongst other matters, the bankruptcy of the grantor. This 
seems to imply that on bankruptcy he may seize, and the seizure 
is futile if a better title has accrued to the trustee in bankruptcy. 
But it has been held that the section, while recognizing the right 
of seizure, does not defeat the title of the trustee. The trustee’s 
title, it may be observed, only accrues in England where the 
goods are trade goods in the reputed ownership of the grantor, 
and as to other goods the seizure on bankruptcy would be 
effectual. In Ireland the distinction between trade goods and 
other goods does not exist, and the goods in the present case 
were household furniture. It follows that where the goods are 
trade goods, and are not saved by a custom or other circumstance 
negativing the reputation of ownership, the bill of sale affords no 
security in England, and the decision makes all bills of sale in 
Ireland useless in the event of bankruptcy. 


The Public Rights of Way Bill. 

THERE IS frequently great difficulty in establishing the legal 
existence of public rights of way, notwithstanding that the 
exercise of the right can be proved as far back as living memory. 
The existence of the way depends on dedication, actual or pre- 
sumed, and there are often technical objections to presuming 
a dedication, especially when the land affected has been in 
sett'ement during the period covered by the exercise of the right. 
For dedication imp’ies that the person dedicating was, at the time, 
absolute owner and sui juris. The Public Rights of Way Bill, 
which has been introduced in the House of Lords by Lord 
EvERSLEY, and has passed through Committee, is intended to 
remove some of these difficulties, and to make it easier for the 
public to retain rights of way which have been used for a con- 
siderable time. Clause 2 provides that where a way has been 
actually enjoyed by the public without interruption for twenty 
years, dedication shall be assumed, unless there is sufficient 
evidence arising during that period negativing the intention to 
dedicate, or unless, during such period of twenty years, 
there has not, at any time, been a person in possession 
capable of dedicating the way; and where the way 
has been enjoyed for forty years, dedication will be 
assumed conclusively, unless there is sufficient evidence arising 
during that period, negativing the intention to dedicate. In 
this latter case, apparently, the existence of a settlement will 
not prevent dedication, though this result might be more clearly 
expressed. But an owner will be able to- negative the intention 
by putting up a notice to that effect. The Bill is the same as 
one which passed the House of Lords two years ago, but for 
which, since it was in the hands of a private member, time could 
not be found in the House of Commons. The Government, it 
appears, have now promised that if the Bill passes the House of 
Lords they will treat it as a Government Bill in the House of 
Commons, and endeavour to find time for it ; and even if it is not 
passed this year, they are pledged to introduce it as a Govern- 
ment Bill next year. At the present time it is largely a matter 
of chance whether a particular right of way can be maintained at 
law, and it is of importance that all possible rights of this 
nature should be secured. Owing to the supineness of the Local 
Government Board and other authorities, the public highways 
are likely soon to cease to be of service for pedestrians, and the 
tendency to devote large areas of ground close to towns to golf is 
responsible, we fear, for reducing the land over which it has 
hitherto been permissible to pass. If the present Bill succeeds 
in keeping the country open, it will be of great benefit. 


The Money-Lenders Bill. 
Tue Mongy-Lenpers Bill, which was introduced by Lord 
NiwTON in the House of Lords, has completed the Committee 
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stage in that House ; and on the second reading Lord HALDANE 
said that, if it met with a favourable reception in the House of 
Commons, it would bave the assistance of the Government there. 
Hence, it is probable that it will become law in the present | 
session. It is a short Bill of four clauses only, the first and 
fourth being formal. The second clause re-enacts with alterations | 
section 2 of the Money-Lenders Act, 1900, and clause 3 prohibits | 
the sending of money-lending circulars. The changes proposed 
in section 2 are confined to the mode of registration. Under | 
the existing section a money-lender must register himself as such | 
“under his own or ususl trade name, and in no other name.” 
This will be altered to “ under a name which comprises his own 
name and his usual trade name (if any), and in no other name.” 
This is an obvious protection to borrowers, and it is singular 
that the Act of 1900 did not require the registration of the 
actual name. The money-lender will not be debarred from using 
a trade name, but he will be bound to reveal his identity. Anda 
new paragraph is introduced requiring that a body corporate, 
which requires to be registered, shall have the words “ Money- 
lending Company” as part of its corporate name. Banks and 
insurance companies, and companies which hona fide carry on 
any business not having for its primary object the lending of | 
money, are exempted from registration by section 6 of the Act | 
of 1900, but there are, we believe, companies, not of the usual 
money-lending type, which make a business of lending money, 
and which require to be registered. To such companies the 
proposed change may cause inconvenience, and it may be ques- 
tioned whether this part of the Bill is really required. Clause 
3 proposes that “a money-lender shall not send, or directly 
or indirectly cause to be sent, to any person any written document 
which directly or indirectly invites that person to borrow money | 
except in response to a wrilten request received from that person 
witbin the preceding seven days” ; and a breach of this provision 
is to be punishable on summary conviction as provided by 
section 2. It will be remembered that “writing” is defined 
by the Interpretation Act, 1589, to include printing and 
other modes of reproducing words in visible form; so that 
the circular side of the money-lender’s activity will be closed, 
to the great loss, we fear, of the Post Office, but to the gain 
of the community at large. 


Definition of a Trade-Mark. 


THE CONSTRUCTION of the words “a trade-mark shall mean a 
mark used or proposed to be used upon or in connection with 
goods ” in section 3 of the Trade-Marks Act, 1905, arose in the 
recent case of the Neuchalel Asphalte Company's Trade-Mark (30 
R. P. C, 349). The Neuchatel Company in 1911 applied for the 
registration of a trade-mark for asphalte. They were, under an 
agreement which expires at the end of 1925, precluded from 
dealing with asphalte in this country, and therefore could not 
use the trade-mark in3this country until the agreement expired 
although they intended to use it as soon as the opportunity for 
so doing arose. The application came before SARGANT, J., who 
refused it. He held that the words “used or proposed to be 
used ” mean “ used or proposed to be used in this country ;” that 
“ proposed ” referred to some present intention to use ; that there 
was no present intention by the company to use the mark, and 
that the intention to use in 1926 was too remote. 


Keeping a Dog Under ’‘ Control.” 


_ WHAT Is the meaning of “control”? was a question asked 
in a case which came before the police magistrate at West- 
minster in a case under “The Dogs Act, 1871.” The Act 


“ What does control mean ?” And the magistrate replied, ‘I can. 
not tell you, a judge of the High Court perhaps may define 
it.” The question would appear to be one of fact, to be 
determined in each case by the justices. In a case which came 
before the Divisional Court some years ago, the late Lord 
COLERIDGE suggested that, as a general rule, a dog could not 
be considered to te under control unless it were muzzled or led 
by a string. This rule will scarcely be accepted by a large pro- 
portion of the owners of dogs, and, as long as the particular 
animal is kept out of mischief, there is not likely to be much 
inquiry as to the means by which the public safety is preserved, 








Certificate of Validity under 
Section 35 of the Patent Act, 1907. 


Ir is perfectly well settled that the granting of a certificate, 
under section 35 of the Patents and Designs Act, 1907, that the 
validity of the patent came in question in an action for infringe- 
ment, is entirely in the discretion of the judge; but on what 
grounds the judge should exercise his discretion is not settled, 
It would be a good thing for litigants if it could be, but having 
regard to the variety of circumstances under which the question 
arises this would be almost, if not quite, impossible, It arises, 
not infrequently, where, in the course of a trial, the action is com- 
promised, andijudgment is taken by consent, The point arose in 
Claughten v. Foster, which came before Mr. Justice BYRNE in 
1904 (21 R. P.C. 17). There the case was settled, before the 
examination of the plaintirfs’ witnesses was concluded, upon terms 
that an injunction should be awarded, but that the plaintiffs shouid 
grant the defendant a licence at a royalty. ByRNg, J., refused 
to give a certificate of validity, his view being that section 31 
of the Act of 1883, which corresponded with section 35 of the 
Act of 1907, only applied when the case had been fought out, and 
not when it had been compromised. 

This, however, has not been followed by other judges. The 
latest case of the kind is Gerhold v. Radnall (30 R, P. C. 283). 
There an action for infringement came on for trial, and during 
the cross-examination of the first witness for the plaintiff, who 
was an expert witness, the case! was settled, and by consent 
judgment was given for an injunction without costs. The 
plaintiff applied for a certificate of validity, which, after some 
discussion, was granted, the learned judge saying, in effect, that 
he followed the decision of Mr. Justice CoLLins in Della Metal 
Co. v. Maxim Nordenfelt, dc., Co. (8 R. P. C. 847), but that the case 
before him was a stronger one, because prima facie evidence had 
been given as to validity, and the particulars of objections had 
been put to the witness. The point arose also in 1912 in the 
case of Ferguson Superheaters v. Askern Coal, &c., Co. (29 R. P. C. 
431), where, at the close of the examination of the first witness for 
the plaintiffs, judgment for the plaintiffs was taker by corsent, 
and NEVILLE, J., after some discussion, granted a certificate of 
validity. A comparatively recent case on this subject is [tobertson 
v. Standard Piston Ring, &c., Co. (27 R. P. C. 266). There, in an 
infringement action in Scotland, after the record had been closed 
and the proof fixed, the parties came to an arrangement, and no 
part of the proof was ever taken. An interdict was granted 
by consent, but without costs. Lord GuTHRIg, granted a 
certificate of validity, and in doing so remarked that he saw no 
sign of collusion in the case. 

We think that it ought to be, if it is not at present, the 
settled practice, that where a defendant who has challenged 
the validity of a patent by his pleadings, appears at the trial, 














authorizes a police officer to take possession of any dog that he 
has reason to suppose to be savage or dangerous, straying on 
any highway, and not under the control of any person, and if 
it appears to a court of summary jurisdiction, having cognizance 
of the case, that the dog is dangerous, the courfé may make an | 
order directing it to be kept under proper control or destroyed. | 
In the case referred to, a summons had been taken out against 
a lady for not keeping a ferocious dog under control, and the 


contests the case up to a certain point, and then consents to 
judgment, a certificate of validity should be given, unless the 
tribunal is satisfied that the action is a collusive one, and 
where the defendant fights the case at the trial, it is difficult to 
see how there can be collusion. But suppose a defendant, who 
has put in issue the validity of a patent by his pleadings, does 
not appear at the trial, and after evidence has been given on 
behalf of the plaintiff, the plaintiff obtains judgment, there is 4 


nage after evidence had been given that the dog had | chance of the action being collusive, and on this ground, in the 
itten several persons, made an order that the dog should be | case of Gall v. O'Neill (27 R. P. C, 18), Eve, J., refused to give 
kept under contro] for twelve months. The defendant asked, | a certificate of validity. Here, again, it cannot be said that the 
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practice is settled, because in a similar but earlier case of Brookes 
& Co. v. Lyztt (20 R. P. C. 390) Bucktry, J., granted a 
certificate. In a case of this sort, however, we do not think 
that the certificate should be refused unless there is something 
to shew that the action is in fact collusive, and that mere suspi- 
cion that it is so is not, or ought not to be, enough. 








Wife's Domicil in Divorce. 


One general rule, with regard to proceedings in an English court 
to obtain a decree for dissolution of marriage, is that the 
matrimonial domicil must be English. Another general rule is 
that by matrimonial domicil is meant the domicil of the husband, 
and the wife cannot acquire a separate domicil for herself. The 
expediency of these rules has been a good deal canvassed in 
recent years. Sir FRANCIS PiGcorr tells us that problems arising 
from cases where there is a conflict of law are “ somewhat over- 
complicated by the theory of a fictitious state of being, called 
‘domicil,’ which at times threatens to become unmanageable.” 
Mr, Dicey, on the other hand, says that “the modern Continental 
doctrina of preferring nationality to domicil, so logical and simple 
on the face of it as to have captured most of the legislatures and 
jurists of Europe, has really led to far more confusion than it 
prevents.” 

The hold of the domicil rules on the English courts, is, however, 
beginning to weaken. The hardship sometimes inflicted by a 
rigid adherence to these rules was much discussed in the case 
of Ogden v. Ogden (1908, P. 46), and though this case itself bad 
really nothing to do with any question of domicil, the discussion 
that took p'ace and the observations made in the judgment of 
the Court of Appeal, which was delivered by the late Lord 
GORELL, have had an important effect on subsequent cases. 
Ogden v. Ogden was a husband’s suit for nullity, on the ground 
that the wife was already married. The marriage was declared 
null and void by the Court of Appoal, since the wife’s previous 
marriage was held not to have been affected in the English 
courts by reason of the same marriage having been pronounced 
null and void in the French courts. What the Court of 
Appeal said, in effect, was that by English law the previous 
marriage stood good, notwithstanding that by French law it had 
been declared null. The wife had been legally married in 
England to Lton Parip,a Frenchman. On that marriage being 
declared null by the French courts, the wife (Mrs. PHILIP) took 
proceedings in the English courts to have the marriage dis- 
solved; but it was held by Lord Sr. Hetiers that 
the English court had no jurisdiction, owing to Pxttip’s 
domicil being French, This constituted the great hardship 
of the case, but Lord St. Hetiers’ decision was not. appealed 
against, and in England Mrs. Philip remained a married woman, 
as determined by the Court of Appeal in Ogden v. Ogden. It 
was, of course, useless for Mrs. PHiLip to apply to the French 
courts, since they would have refused to recognize her marriage 
or her claim to its dissolution, In view of this extraordinary 
position, some suggestions were made in the concluding part of 
the judgment of the Court of Appeal as to the possibility of pre- 
venting such hardship in the future as was then suffered by Mrs. 
Puitip : “ With regard to the decision dismissing the appellant’s 
suit for divorce, it may be observed that her position after the 
French decree, and after Putiip had left her and married again, 
would be intolerable unless some remedy in her favour existed, 
for by reason of the conflict of laws, she would be a wife in 
England and not a wife in France; and in regard to such an 
observation it may not unreasonably be suggested that the 
remedy may be to allow her to obtain a divorce in England.” 
This could be done, Lord GorELL went on to say, by treating 
Mrs. Painip “as baving a domicil in her own country, which 
would be sufficient to support.asuit ” for divorce. This, of course, 
was merely a suggestion and a dictum ona point not arising in 
the case then before the Court of Appeal. The suggestion, 
however, has borne fruit. 

In Stathatos v. Stathatos (1913, P. 46), a case similar to Mrs. 
PHurip’s case in Ogden v. Ogden came before BARGRAVE DEANE, 
J. A Greek, of foreign domicil, married in England a domi- 





ciled Englishwoman, deserted her, and obtained from a Greek 
court a decree of nullity of marriage. The wife presented a 
petition for dissolution ‘in the Probate Division, and was 
fortunate enough to obtain a decree. The learned judge adopted 
the dicta and suggestion of the Court of Appeal, though with 
much hesitation. He held that the wife had, since the court of 
hér husband’s domicil had deprived her of all claim on her 
husband, ‘‘reverted to her own domicil, and thereby acquired 
a right to sue in the court for breaches of the marital relations 
committed by the husband.” At the same time it was said : 
“Tt is undoubtedly giving the go-by to what has always been 
the rule of law and practice here, namely, that the wife's 
domicil is the husband’s domicil, whatever that may be.” 

Stathatos v. Stathatos was decided in November of last year, 
and another similar case has just been decided in a similar way 
by Sir SamueL VANS. The reserved judgment in this case-- 
De Montaigu v. De Montaigu—was delivered on July 7th. The 
facts closely resemble those in Stathatos v. Stathatos, and also in 
Ogden vy. Ogden (so far as regards the French marriage). The 
marriage was celebrated in England and was valid by English law. 
Owing to want of compliance with formalities required by French 
law (the husband being a Frenchman) the French courts declared 
the marriage null and void. The President reviewed the two cases 
already referred to, and came to the conclusion that a decree 
should be made in favour of the petitioner-wife, dissolving the 
marriage, notwithstanding that the domicil of the husband was 
French. He said: “The situati»n is an intolerable one,for the 
wife, and I think it better, if necessary, to make an exception in 
a case like this from the ordinary rule of domicil that governs 
these cases, and give her a decree, as the practical way of giving 
her the redress to which she is entitled . . . . I think it 
bettor to make this exception than to adhere to the rigid rule or 
theory of law in these cases.” 

Tous both BARGRAVE DEANE, J.,1and the President consider 
they are driven to make the new rule (or exception) by the 
necessities of the case, since to decide otherwise “ would be a dis- 
grace both to our law and our practice.” But as long ago as 
1859 Lord Cranworti thought there might be “ exceptional 
cases” where a wife could claim a separate domicil, “as, for 
instance, where the husband has abjured the realm, has deserted 
his wife, and established himself permanently in a foreign 
country, or has committed felony and been transported”: 
Dolphin v. Robins (7 H, 1. C. at p. 419). 

With the decision of BARGRAVE DEANE, J., and the President 
before him, it is improbable that any judge of first instance will 
now hold that Stathatos v. Stathatos and De Montaiqu v. De Montaigu 
are not to be followed. It is certain that the Court of Appeal 
would incline in favour of upholding them, supported as they are 
by the dicta in ‘Ogden v. Ogden. There is thus a fair probability 
that a judicial escape from a very great hardship has been found. 
There is the less reason for quarrelling with this piece of judge- 
made law, in that it consists merely of allowing an aggrieved 
spouse to take proceedings which otherwise could not be taken, 
and does not really affect any large general principle of law, 








Reviews. 
Death Duties. 


Tue Deata Duties, Compristnc Estate, SetTLeMeENT Estate, 
Lecacy, Succession AND I[NcREMENT VALUE Duties. WiTH 
Decrpep Cases, Forms aNnp Notes on Practice. By Ropert 
Dymonp, of the Estate Duty Office, Somerset House, Solicitor. 
Jordan & Sons (Limited), 10s. net. 

This book contains a very useful statement in compact form of 
the nature and practical operation of the various death duties. As 
Mr. Dymond observes in his preface, the importance of the death 
duties as a tax on capital and as a source of revenue has been largely 
increased by recent legislation, and the technicalities of the incidence 
of the legacy and succession duties on the one hand, and estate duty 
on the other, bave evolved a system of considerable complexity. The 
work deals in the first three parts with these duties successively, 
and Part IV. gives a short account of increment value duty payable 
on the “occasion” of death. The size of the book forbids the 
inclusion of the full text of all the statutes, and the author has 
avoided references to superseded duties, repealed law and obsolete 














decisions. His object has been to state the actual law so as to give 
within the compass of one moderate sized volume an explanation of 
all the duties. But the text is furnished with detailed references to 
the statutes and to the decisions, and the utility of the work is 
enhanced by a very full index. 

As is well known, the incidence of the duties—especially, perhaps, 
estate duty—raises in practice questions of no little arithmetical 
nicety, and not the least useful feature of Mr. Dymond’s book will 
be found in the examples with which he continually illustrates his 
exposition. Examples of this will be found in cases where the 
interest in respect of which estate duty is payable is only a partial 
interest in the property (p. 47), or where the duty requires to be 
apportioned between real and personal estate (p. 60). And trouble- 
some calculations may have to be made where the interest —— of 
the duty must be borne by a person entitled for life only, of which 
an example will be found at p. 109. So, again, the chapter on the 
rates and amount of estate duty contains useful illustrations of the 
working of the principle of aggregation. The book is likely to have 
considerable value to practitioners. 





Copyhold Enfranchisement. 


THe Practice IN ENFRANCHISEMENTS UNDER THE CopyHoLp ACT, 
1894, AND IN RepempTions or Quit RENTS AND OTHER PERPETUAL 
CHARGES UNDER THE CONVEYANCING AND LAw oF Property Act, 
1881. By Gerorce WiiuramM Lioyp, LL.B., Barrister-at-Law, 
Head of the Tithe and Copyhold Branch of the Board of Agriculture 
and Fisheries. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 5s. 

This work gives in popular style, but not omitting reference to the 
chief authorities, an account of the nature of copyhold and of 
manorial incidents, and the steps to be taken in order to procure 
enfranchisement. The number of enfranchisements effected through 
the Board of Agriculture and its predecessors has been considerable 
some 22,000 altogether—but there are no reasons of convenience for 
continuing copyhold tenure and its extinction should be hastened. 
At the present time it is an interesting survival with very incon- 
venient incidents. Mr. Lloyd states the recent proposals for legisla- 
tion on the subject, including the wrvtateanel in the Final 
Report of the Land Transfer Commission, issued in 1911, that the 
tenure should be abolished by means of enfranchisement within a 
period of about twelve years. He usefully explains the procedure in 
voluntary and compulsory enfranchisement, and the section dealing 
with valuation for the purpose of fixing the compensation contains 
practical information as to the mode of valuation and the incidents 
requiring to be dealt with. 





Private Companies. 


TREATISE ON THE CONVERSION OF A BUSINESS INTO A PRIVATE 
Limitep Company. Wits ANNOTATED Form or MEMORANDUM 
AND ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION AND OTHER DOCUMENTS, AND 
OBSERVATIONS ON THE LimireD PARTNERSHIPS Act, 1907. By 
Cecrt W. Turner, Barrister-at-Law. Tutrp Epitioy, The 
Solicitors’ Law Stationery Society (Limited). 6s. 

A large number—probably the’majority—of the companies which ara 
formed are private companies, and Mr. Turner, in the work of which 
a third edition has naw been issued, explains the various matters 
requiring attention when the proprietors of a business desire to 
obtain the benefits of limited liability. References to the cases he 
leaves to larger works, and confines himself to practical exposition, 
with such references to the statute law as are essential. A chapter 
has been added on Reduction of Capital, and the text and forms 
have been revised and brought up to date. The chief point in con- 
nection with a private company is the restriction to be placed on 
transfer of shares. In his form of articles Mr. Turner follows the usual 
course of allowing transfers freely between members, but imposing the 
obligation of offer at a fair value to members before sale to outsiders, 
The notes appended to the various clauses of the articles usefully 
explain their operation. ‘ 


Equity. 
THe Stupent’s Guipe to tHe Princreces or Eguity. By 


CuHaRLes THwatres, Solicitor, FourtH Epirion. Geo. 
Zarber. 5s. 


This work is one of a series of guides to the Bar Final. It 
contains a suggested course of reading; test questions on Messrs. 
Indermaur and Thwaites’ Manual of Equity ; and, lastly, a digest of 
questions and answers. The leading topics of equity are administra- 
tion, trusts, mortgages, specific performance, and partnership, and 
the book gives the student ample opportunity of testing his know- 
ledge on these. It includes, also, oie to recent cases, such as 
Cloutte v. Storey (1911, 1 Ch. 18), which is quoted in the answer to 
* What is 4 fraud on a power ?” 
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Executors and Trustees’ Accounts, 


Tue Accounts oF Exrcutors, ADMINISTRATORS, AND TRUSTEES. 
With A SuMMARY OF THE Law IN so FAR AS IT RELATES To 
Accounts. By Wm. B. Puriuips, of the firm of John R. Burne & 
Phillips, Manchester, A.I.C.A., A.C.LS. Sir Isaac Pitman & 
Sons (Limited). 3s. 6d. net. 

It is essential, Mr. Phillips points out, for persons called upon to 
act as executors or administrators to understand their various duties, 
the law governing the subject, and the way in which they should 
keep the accounts. Perhaps the last matter is the most important, 
and it is the subject of this book, reference being made to the other 
matters only so far as is necessary to enable the accounts to be 
27 wp kept. Useful chapters are inserted as to the preparation 
of the estate duty account, and the calculation of the duty payable, 
and also (chapter 7) on apportionment between capital and income. 
This chapter contains clear and practical explanations as to the 
necessary apportionments in respect of dividends, and in respect of 
wasting property and unauthorized investments, and of reversionary 
property, with reference to Howe v. Lord Dartmouth (7 Ves. 147) 
and to the recent cases on retention of investments and on reversionary 
interests, such as Re Chaytor (1905, 1 Ch. 33,) and Re Earl of 
Chesterfiell’s Trusts (24 Ch. D. 643). The later chapters explain 
the system of keeping the accounts according as the estate is to be 
divided immediately or is held in’trust. The book has been prepared 
in a useful and practical manner. 


Books of the Week. 


Divorce.—Browne and Watts’ Law and Practice in Divorce and 
Matrimonial Causes. Eighth Edition, By J. H. Warts, Barrister- 
at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). Stevens & Sons (Limited). 
28s. 

Land Transfer.—The Land Transfer “Scandal.” The Interests 
of the Public v. The Tyranny of Officialdom. By J. S. Rusrnstery. 
Third Edition. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). Qs. 6d. 

Selden Society.—Year Books of Edward IL, Volume8. The 
Evre of Kent, 6 and 7 Edward II., a.p. 1313-1314, Volume 3. 
Edited for the Selden Society by Wittram Crappock Botianp, 
Barrister-at-Law. Volume 29 for the year 1913. Bernard Quaritch. 











Correspondence. 


Assignment of Policies. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 

Sir,—In reply to a notice of assignment of a policy, The Australian 
Mutual Provident Society has written that “When a claim is made 
under the policy the title will beinvestigated. Should the assignees, 
however, wish the assignment recognized before any claim arises, 
they must pay the cost of an examination of the deed by the 
suciety’s solicitors.” ot tet 

May we,suggest it would be advantageous to English insurance 
companies to follow such an example? Most of us have felt how 
unsatisfactory it is to have to assure a client that there is no means 
of getting his title recognized by an insurance company until 
death, unless perhaps he wishes to raise a loan from the company 
upon the policy. MarK LANE. 

July 7. 





Unnecessiry Oaths. 
[To the Editor of the Solicttors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,— Your remarks under this heading in the current issue lead 
me to inquire why it should be considered necessary to have death 
ducy accounts sworn to, haviag regard to the penalty clauses in the 
various statutes. Furthermore, why should such accounts have to 
be signed in many places instead of at the end only, and is it really 
necessary to repeat the affidavit in subsequent accounts with the 
usual statements that the accounts shew this and do not shew that? 
The forms might be greatly simplified if they stated at the commence- 
ment by whom, in what capacity, and in respect of what estate 
they were furnished, and, after setting out the usual details, were 
simply signed at the end. Francis R. Bercu. 

13, Walbrook, E.C., July 5. 





Extinguishment of Title. 
[0 the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 
Sir,—In the report of Jn re Fox, Brooks v. Marston, in this 
month’s Law Reports (1913, 2 Ch. 75), I am surprised to find no 
reference to section 10 of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874, 
which deals with money charged on land and secured by an express 
trust, 
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The case seems to have been decided under section 8 of the Act of 
1874 and section 34 of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1833, but 
under both those sections the fact that there was an express trust 
would seem to prevent the application of the statutes. (See an 
interesting note in Paterson’s Practical Statutes for 1874, p. 144.) 

The position in Jn re Fox: is rather curious. The mortgagor 
had been out of possession for a longer period than the mortgagee, 
yet the mortgagor’s claim was held to be good, while the mortgagee 
was held to be barred by the statutes. That result would appear to 
follow from section 10 of the Act of 1874, to which I have referred, 
but apart from that section I have great difficulty in understanding 
the case. . H.W. 

July 8, 

[Is not the effect of section 10 to get rid of the express trust as a 
ground for excluding the statutes and to leave them to their ordinary 
operation? Hence, where a sum of money is charged or payable out 
of land and secured by an express trust, the person entitled to the 
money has no extension of time as against the owner of the land by 
reason of the trust ; but we are not aware that this has ever been 
thought to apply to the entire proceeds of sale of the land, and 
where land is - a Me! on trust for sale the trustee cannot set up the 
statute against the beneficiary. The proceeds of sale are not a 
“sum of money” payable out of land ; they represent the land 
itself. But, as between the beneficiary and his mortgagee, the 
mortgage debt is a sum of money payable out of “land,” since the 
interest in the share of proceeds is “land,’—-this was the point in 
Re Fox—and accordingly the debt is barred and the mortgagee’s title 
extinguished in twelve years.—Ep. S./.] 





Super-tax on Aggregated Incomes of Husband 
and Wife. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 

Sir,—It appears, by a letter from Sir 1, Fairfax Lucy published in 
the 7tmes of the 20th ult., that for the purposes of super-tax the 
Commissioners claim the right to aggregate the respective incomes 
of a husband and his wife. Super-tax is imposed by section 66 of the 
Finance Act, 1910, and sub-section 6 of section 72 makes the provisions 
of the Income Tax Acts relating to the persons chargeable and tothe 
collection of duty applicable to super-tax. The question, then, 
whether the Commissioners are justified in aggregating the respective 
incomes seems to depend on section 45.0f the Act of i842; and it is 
on this section, I take it, that the Commissioners rely for their autho- 
rity to aggregate the incomes for the purposes of income-tax. First. 
the section renders a married woman, entitled to property or profits 
for her separate use, chargeable to such and the like duties as if she 
were unmarried, so that a married woman in receipt of income ex- 
ceeding £160 would pay duty on that amount, or if not exceeding £160 
she would, be exempt. The section also enacts that she is to be charge- 
able “in like manner” (with the exception afterwards mentioned) as 
if she were unmarried. The exception is this, that when she is 
living with her husband, her profits shall be deemed the profits of her 
husband, and the same shall be charged in the name of the husband, 
and not in her name or of her trustee. If there were a general clause 
to the effect that for the purposes of income-tax the income of a 
married woman shal! be deemed to be the income of her husband, 
there would, I admit, be a good deal to be said in favour of the 
practice of the Commissioners of aggregating the incomes, But the 
section, after imposing the duty on the separate income of a married 
woman, is clearly concerned with the collection of that duty so 
imposed, If the Legislature intended to levy the duty on the 
aggregated income, it has not used words sufficiently explicit to bring 
that about. 

Ditliculty, I admit, may arise owing to the express exemption of 
the earnings of a married woman when the total joint income of 
husband and wife charged to income tax does not exceed £500 : see 
the Act of 1897, 60 & 61 Vict. c. 24, s. 5 (1). It may be that the 
Legislature, by this subsequent legislation, must be taken to have 
assumed that the construction which has been placed in practice on 
section 45 of the Act of 1842 is the true one. What effect this may 
have had upon the question of the right to aggregate the incomes it 
is not altogether easy to say. If the section is free from ambiguity, 
it is diflieult to believe that the subsequent legislation, purporting 
to give relief from the taxation of the aggregate incomes, which 
(apart from such relieving legislation) has no legal justification, can 
have the effect of legalizing such a form of taxation. If the section 
be ambiguous, the answer to the difficulty is not clear. 

The case of Bowers v. Harding (1891, 1 Q. B. 560 ; 60 L. J. Q. B. 
474) turned on the fact that the salary paid to the husband and bis 
wife was joint, and it was impossible to allocate any aliquot portion 
to either one or the other. The reference made by Baron Pollock to 
Section 45 was no decision in favour of aggregation. 

H. C. H. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


Re W. H. HARVEY—HOLLINSHEAD AND ANOTHER », P. & H. 
EGAN (LIM.). 2Ist April; 3rd July, 

SaLE—BankKRvptcy of GRANTOR BEFORE First INSTALMENT 

Dve—Prorerty WHerner IN His OrperR AnD Dispost- 

TION WITH CONSENT OF GRANTEE—IRISH BANKRUPT AND INSOLVENT 

Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vicr. c. 60), s. 313—Butts or Sate (IRELAND) 

Act, 1879; AmenpMeNT Act, 1883 (46 Vict. c. 7), s. 7. 

Held, following In re Ginger—Ex parte London and Universal Bank, 
(1897, 2 Y. B. 481; 46 W. #. 144), that the goods comprised in a bill of 
sale are in the order and disposition of the grantee “ by the consent and 
permission of the true owner’? within the reputed ownership clause 
(section 44 (2) ) of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, although the consent of 
the grantee—as the true owner—was involuntary by reason of his being 
prohibited from seizing the goods by section 7 of the Bills of Sale Act, 
1882. 

Appeal from the decision of the Court of Appeal (Ireland) setting 
aside a decision of Boyd, J. By a bill of sale dated the 2nd of June, 
1911, W. H. Harvey assigned certain chattels, mostly his household 
furniture by way of security for the payment of £75 and interest in 
respect of a debt incurred by him to Messrs. P. and H. Egan (Limited) 
for goods supplied. Harvey agreed to pay the amount secured by 
the bill of sale by two equal instalments of £37 10s., on the Ist of 


Buz. or 
ACCRUES 


December and the Ist of June, 1912, and it was provided that the 
chattels should not be seized for any cause other than specified in 
section 7 of the Bills of Sale (Ireland) Act, 1878. On the 15th of 
August, 1911, before the date, therefore, when the first instalment 


became payable by Harvey under the bill of sale, Harvey was adjudi- 
cated a bankrupt on the petition of one Hollinshead, and Michael 
Conway was appointed creditors’ assignee. A motion was made that 
the goods and chattels in Harvey’s possession should be sold for the 
benefit of his creditors. 

Boyd, J., held that the bankrupt at the time he became bankrupt 
had, by the consent and permission of the true owner, in his possession 
the goods and chattels comprised in the schedule to the bill of sale, of 
which goods and chattels the bankrupt was the reputed owner, and 
ordered that they might: be sold for the benefit of his creditors. In 
so holding he followed the case of Jn re Ginger, Ra parte The London 
and Universal Bank (189%, 2 Q. B. 461). 

On appeal, the Court of Appeal reversed 
Hence this appeal. 

Tue House took time for consideration. 

Their Lorpsuips (Earl Loresurn and Lords 
held that the decision of Boyd, J., was right. The bill of sale, which 
was practically in statutory form, contained the following proviso : 
‘* Provided always that the chattels hereby assigned shall not be liable 
to seizure or to be taken possession of by P. and H. Egan (Limited) 
for any cause other than those specified in section 7 of the Bills of 
Sale (lreland) Act, 1879, Amendment Act, 1883. That Act was prac- 
tically identical in its terms with the English statute of the previous 
vear, the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, Amendment Act, 1882, and therefore, 
following the rule laid down in Ginger’s Case (supra) the goods and 
chattels were assets which the trustee in the bankruptcy could properly 
realize for the benefit of the creditors, notwithstanding the claim of 
the grantees under the bill of sale, which was in order, and had been 
duly registered. Appeal allowed with costs.—CounseL, for the appel- 
lants, Ronan, K.C., Hdw. Clayton, K.C., Robt. Doyle, K.C., and F. F. 
Denning; for the respondents, Cave, K.C., Blood, K.C., and Stephen 
O’ Brien. Sortcrrors, Lillis & Ellis, for Hoey & Denning, Dublin; 
Hamlins, for 7. Conway, Dublin. . 

[Reported by Exseine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


the order of Boyd, é 


ATKINSON and Mersey) 


NATIONAL TELEPHONE CO., LIM. (in Liquidation), AND ANOTHER 
v. HIS MAJESTY’S POSTMASTER-GENERAL. 3rd June; 4th July. 
Practice—A preat—Ricut or Apprar—Decision of RaAILwAy AND CANAL 
Commission Unper Tececrarn (Arprrration) Act, 1909. 
By an agreement between the National Telephone Company and the 
/ matters of difference between 
company’s undertaking 


Postmaster-General all questions and 
them in connection with the purchase of thi 
were to be referred to the Railway and Canal Commission, if that body 
should be authorized to entertain them. The Telegraph (Arbitration) 
Act, 1909, conferred this power and imposed the duty upon the Railway 
and Canal Commission. The Commission having determined thi 
matters in difference between the partie ¢, the Postmaster-General 
appealed to the Court of Appeal. 

The National Telephone Company raised a preliminary objection to 
the appeal being heard, on the ground that the matter came before the 
Commissioners as arbitrators and not asa court. The objection having 
been over-ruled (Buckley, L.J., dissenting), the question of jurisdiction 
was raised in this House, the appeal on its merits standing over pending 
the decision of this House on the question of competency of jurisdic- 
tion. 

Held, that the decision of the Court of Appeal (29 LZ. 7. PR. 190) was 
right. 

Semble. The decision of the Court of Appeal is not final in such a 
matter, and an appeal can be heard by this House. 
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Appeal by the National Telephone Company against the decision of 
the Court of Appeal (Cozens-Hardy, M.R., and Kennedy, L.J., Buckley, 


holding that the determination of a matter of a 


J... diasentiente) ; ; 
difference which that body was authorized to entertain by virtue of 
Telegraph (Arbitration) Act, 1909, and which had been referred to 


them under an agreement between the National Telephone Company 
and the Postmaster-General, was decided by them as a court and not 
as arbitrators, and therefore that an appeal lay from their determination 


Che Postmaster-General’s appeal to the Court 


to the Court of Appeal. 
of Appeal was directed to stand over pending this appeal to their lord- 


ships’ bar. There was also a cross-appeal by the Postmaster General 

rainet the present appeal being heard on the ground that no appeal 
lay from the Court I Appe il to their lordships’ House. The cross 
appeal having been stated as a preliminary objection, the House decided 


to hear the appeal before deciding the cross-appeal. . 


The Lorp CHANCELLOR said they were unanimously of opinion that 
the preliminary objection to this appeal being heard, argued by the 
Attorney-General on behalf of the Postmaster-General, could not eu 
ceed, and that this H is entitled to hear and determine the appeal 
by the National Telephone Company. They would dismies both 
apt ils and ol e their i ns later 

July 4 Their lordshipse gave their reasons for dismissing the appeal 


and ross-appe il 
Lord Hatpane,. L.C.. having stated the facts, said the ground of the 
objection was that the Commission had jurisdiction only by virtue of 
the agreement and of the Telegraph Arbitration Act, 1909, and not 
ways Act, 1873, as amended by the Rail 
8, neither of which Acte by tself applied 
tion of the Act of 1888 gave a right 
peal, excepting where the questions were 
it it was said that the Telegraph Arbitra 
to the Commission, not as the Court of 
Record established under the two general Acts referred to, but ae a 
hod ! rbitrators from hom there ie no appeal Section 17 (5) took 
ord y ippeal to this House from decisions of the 
( rt of Appeal in ca of appeal to it from the Commiesioners, and 
ey-General ntended that in consequence the appeal now 
ht t thie House i incompetent In his opinion that pre 
minary objection failed. The real question was whether the judgment 
the Court of Appeal » nullity, and not whether that court erred 
1 proceeding competent under section 17 of the Act of 1888. He 
ught that in such a case there was nothing to take away the general 
1 to the Hou of Lords conferred by section 3 of the 
Appellate Jurisdiction Act of 1876. The substantial question in th: 
nex of 


" ht of anr 


ned ¢ sections 1 and 2 of the Telegraph 
Arbitration Act of 1909 It was contended by the appellants that, in 
I ie Commission was not in the same position 

in a reference under the general Acts establishing it, and that. as 
no right of appeal was expressly given, none could be presumed. In 
me of neither part uuld be uphe ld, and there 

ed, and the judgment of the court below would be 


> 


Atkinson, SHaw, Movrton, and Parker gave 

) e like effect.—Counser, for the National Telephone 
mpany, A fred Cripps, K.C., Danckwerts, K.C., and H. H 
ne: for the P tmaster-General, The Attorney-General (Sir Rufus 
‘ S ‘ citor-General (Sir John Simon, K.C.). S&S. O 
] fer, K.C., G. S. Schwabe, and Branson. Soricrrors, W. FB 
i f T/ Solicitor to the Post Office 

(Reported by Enskine Rerp, Boarrister-at-Law.] 


COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND REVENUE ». TRUMAN, HANBURY, 
BUXTON & CO. (LIM.) AND ANOTHER. 


Licenstna Act AnnuAL Licence Vatue—Mopr or Fixinc—Frnanct 
om - 
1909-10) Aer, 1910 (10 Epw. 7, c. 8). 44 tevenve Act, 1911 
l Geo ~ 4 : ‘ Juny 7 . 


1 licensed public-house was held upon lease at a rent from the peti 
fioners, and wa ub; t toa tie for the purcha e of -malt liquor, The 


ublic-he 
pu Mie house did some business aa an eating house. 
/ d, reat y the judgment of Hamilton, J , that under the provi- 
) ‘ j 4 ) ’ wi 
/ 1 44 / the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. in arriving at 


thie mn } 
annual licence value the increased volue ari ing from the extra 


2 ; - / from? le of eatables and non-intorxicant attributabl 
y to jact of the being sold on licensed premises should he taken 
; : consideration, and therefor that the Court of 1 ppeal (Kennedy, 
ads, ad niing) u wrong in holdi ‘g that the whole of the profits 
derived from the of eatabl and non-intoxicant hould he taken 
info con ‘i ifion 
7, ion ¢ nilt 3 T 3s } 
/ f Hamilton, J. (reported 28 T. L. R. 381) restored: judq- 
nt i Court of Appeal hid. 553) reversed. ; ; 


Appeal by the ( oners from an order of the Court of Appeal, 


dated the 20th of July, 1912 which varied, and in part re 
\ ed in ¢ rder of Hamilton, J , dated the 22nd ot April, 1912, made on 
petition of the respondent company at the High Court under section 
44, sub-section 2, of the Finance Act of 1910. The question at issue 

s what, under that section—which runs : “In estimating for the pur. 
I of the Act the value. as licensed premises, of hotel or other pre- 


mises used for purposes other than the sale of intoxicating liquors, no 


mereased value arising from profits not derived from the sale of in- 





toxicating liquors shall be taken into consideration ’’—was the annual 
value of the fully-licensed public-house known as the “‘ Eagle,” in 
Great College-street, Camden Town, of which the respondent company 
are the owners and Mr. Edwin Warden the licensee. 

Hamilton, J., held that the annual value of the premises, apart from 
the proviso in section 44 of the Finance Act of 1910, was £1,545, and 
that. in arriving at the annual licence value, the increased yalue arising 
from the extra profits derived from the sale of non-intoxicating liquors 
and eatables should not be taken into consideration, leaving the ques 
tion of abatements for profits to be ascertained subsequently, failing 
agreement of parties. The respondents appealed to the Court oi 
Appeal, where Cozens-Hardy, M.R., and Farwell, L.J., Kennedy, L.J 
dissenting, allowed the appeal so far as regards the value arising from 
profits not derived from the sale of intoxicating liquors, and the tinding 
that no part of the profits derived from the sale of non-intoxicating 
liquors and eatables were to be taken into consideration, and that the 
annual licence value should be reduced to £1,148. Against this judy 
ment the Commissioners of Inland Revenue appealed to the House of 
Lords. The appeal was first argued on the 10th, 11th, 14th, and 15th 
of April, before the Lord Chancellor and Lords Atkinson and Parker, 
and judgment reserved. The parties were then informed that the cas 
was to be reargued, and the appeal was heard on the 6th, 9th and 10th of 
June, and {ndgment again reserved, before the Lord Chancellor, Lords 
Loreburn, Atkinson, Shaw, Moulton and Parker. 

July 7.—Their lordships gave judgment, holding that on the true 
construction of sub-section 2 of section 44 of the Finance Act, 1910, th 
premises known as the ‘Eagle ’’ public-house fell within the words 
‘hotels or other premises used for purposes other than the sale of 
intoxicating liquor’’; that the words ‘‘increased value ’’ in the same 
paragraph of that section meant increased value due to the licence used, 
arising from profits not derived from the sale of intoxicating liquor, 
and they ordered that the appellants and respondents should each bear 
their own costs. Accordingly the appeal was allowed without costs 
Counset, for the Inland Revenue, the Attorney-General (Sir Rufus 
Teaace, K.C.), the Solicitor-General (Sir John Simon, K.C.), and Lowen- 
thal; for the respondent company, Sir Alfred Cripps, K.C., Ryde, K.C 
ind Konstam. Sorrerrors, The Solicitor to the Inland Revenue 
Clodden, Son, & Holme. 

{Reported by ERSKINE ReEtp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Appeal. 


CALICO PRINTERS’ ASSOCIATION v. BCOTH. No. 1. 7th July. 
WorkKMEN’s CoMpPENSATION Act, 1906—REDEMPTION OF A WEEKLY Pa‘ 
MENT UPON APPLICATION OF EMPLOYER—PERMANENT INCAPACITY 
“May Repeem ’’—Awarp or Lump Sum By ARBITRATOR—SCHEDULE 

I. (17). 

1 workman met with injury by accident in the course of his employ- 
ment necessitating the amputation of his left hand, and received hal} 
The employers applied to redeem the weekly 


wages for six months. 
, 


payment, and the arbitrator, holding that the injury caused permancen 
incapacity, made an award in which he said, “The employers may 
redeem” on payment of £613. The employers refused to® accept this 
award on the ground that the incapacity was not proved to be per- 
manent, and contended that under it they had an option within Sch 
dule 1. (17) to continue the weekly payment. 

Held, sthat they were obliged to redeem by payment of the sum 
awarded, 

Appeal of the applicant, and cross-appeal of the employers, from an 
award of the county court judge at Ashton-under-Lyne. The appii 
cant was engaged in adjusting a carding machine, when, according to 
his own evidence, the machine without apparent cause started off of its 
own accord, taking off four fingers from his left hand. The injury 
necessitated the amputation of his hand. The employers made a weekly 
payment of half-wages, being 15s. 4d. per week, for over six months, 
and then applied to redeem the payment, but contended that he was 
still able to do work which would enable him to earn £1 a week, and 
therefore that his incapacity was not permanent. The arbitrator took 

different view, and awarded a lump sum of £613, calculated as bei 
75 per cent. of the value of an annuity of 15s. 4d. for the rest of his 
life, in accordance with the rules of the Post Office Savings Bank, but 
his award simply said ‘‘ the employers may redeem”’ on payment o! 
£613. The employers refused to redeem, and the appellant appealed. 
The employers contended that the award meant only that they might. 
if they chose, redeem on payment of £613, and that the word ‘‘ may 
in Schedule I. (17) could not be read as meaning ‘‘ must,’’ and entered 
a cross-appeal on the ground that there was no evidence on which the 
irbitrator could properly find that the incapacity was permanent. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.,; said that the appeal raised an interesting and 
important question. There was beyond all doubt an arbitration under 
the Act, the heading of the case was so worded. The relief sought was 
redemption of a weekly payment, and that referred to Schedule I. (17) 
which his lordship read. It provided that an application might be made 
to the court by the employer only, not tlie workman. The court first 
had to consider whether the incapacity was permanent or not, and then 
an award had to be made on the application submitted. The arbitrator 
would have to find (1) that the incapacity was permanent, (2) the 
amount which ought to be awarded calculated according to the rules 
for valuing an annuity in the Post Office Savings Bank. The arbi 
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trator had to insert in his award the amount he had arrived at by the 
method so employed. The principle of the case had already been decided 
in Castle Spinning Co. (Limited) v. Atkinson (1905, K. B. 336, 7 
W. C. C. 124). In that case the employer applied for redemption, and 
named a certain sum as a maximum limit, but it was there held that 
the employer must be prepared to pay whatever sum the arbitrator 
awarded. The word “ may,” therefore, was clearly negatived by that 
case. Its use was simply intended to justify the court in entertaining 
an application to redeem. But once the application was made, and the 
juriediction was invoked, clearly the arbitrator ‘“‘ must award a lump 
sum. If the incapacity was permanent, he had no discretion as to the 
amount, and could not award either more or less. He had to make an 
award for the payment of a lump sum in cash, which could be en 
forced like a judgment. The applicant’s appeal would be allowed. 

KENNEDY and Swinren Eapy, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same 
effect. 

The employers’ appeal on the ground that there was no evidence 
upon which the arbitrator could find that the applicant’s incapacity was 
permanent, was dismissed, and does not call for any report.—CounsEL, 
Sanderson, K.C., and Wingate Saul, for applicant; Sankey, K.C., and 
Adshead Elliott, for employers. Soricrrors, Baguley, Manchester ; 
F. S. Rhodes & Bethell Jones, Manchester. 


[Reported by H. Langrorp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re BAYER, RAYER »v. RAYER. Neville, J. 20th and 2ist June. 
SerrLep Hanp—Power To Grant MininG Leases-—-Leases GRANTED BY 

TENANT-FOR-LIFE UNDER THE Powers GIVEN By THE SetrLep Lanp 

Acts—Contrary InTENTION—SerrLep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. 

c. 38), s. 11. 

Where a tenant for life granted a mining lease not under the settle- 
ment, which contained a power for that purpose, but under her powe! 
under the Settled Land Acts, and the court held that there was a 
“contrary intention” within the meaning of section 11 of the Settled 
Land Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 38), no part of the rents and royaltie 
wos ordered to be set aside as capital money. 


This was a 6ummons to determine how the accumulations and future 
rents and royalties under a mining lease were to be applied, having 
regard to section 11 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, which provides for 
the application of part of such rents as capital money unless a contrary 
intention appears in the settlement. A testator, who died in 1892, 
after appointing truetees, devised his real estate to his trustees fou 
1,000 years, upon the trusts thereinafter declared and subject thereto 
to his wife for life, remainder to others for life, remainder to the 
infant defendants in tail. The testator directed his trustees to pay 
the residue of the rents of his settled estates, after keeping down 
certain rentcharges, to the person for the time being entitled in 
remainder immediately expectant on the said term of 1,000 years. 
In the trusts of the 1,000 years’ term powers were given to the trustees 
tv work and open mines, and to sell and accumulate the proceeds, and 
to hold the same on certain trusts, and after the accumulations should 
cease to be lawful, to apply such proceeds to the pereon to whom ot 
in the manner in which the same would be applicable if the same were 
income arising from his settled estates. Power was also given in the 
will for tenants for life who should be males to grant mining leases 
for sixty years, and for the trustees to grant euch leases if the tenant 
for life should be a female or a minor. The testator directed the 
rents and royalties of the mining leases to be subject to the trusts for 
accumulations thereinbefore contained. In 1901 the plaintiff, the testa- 
tor's widow, exercised her power of granting leaces, not under the 
will, but as tenant for life under the Settled Land Acts, and granted 
a mining lease for sixty years, and the rents and royalties were accumu 
lated in court under the order of the court until January, 1913, when 
the period for lawful accumulations ceased, being twenty-one vears 
from the death of the testator. Counsel for the plaintiff, the tenant 
for life, contended that she wae entitled to all the rents and royalties 
arising under this lease, and that no part need be set aside as capital 
moneye. 

Neviite, J., after stating the facts and reading portions of the 
settlement, said :—This mining lease has been granted under the 
power contained in the Settled Land Act, and not under the settle- 
ment. Accordingly, if a contrary intention as to the application of 
the rents were expressed in the settlement, it could only refer to this 
lease by inference and not directly. I think the case of He Bagot’s 
Settlement (1894, 1 Ch. 177) is authority on this point, and in that 
case it was directly decided that where a ‘“‘contrary intention”’ was 
expressed with regard to the rents derived from mining leases under 
4 power contained in the settlement, that would be a “ contrary inten 
tion” with regard to the rents arising from a lease granted under 
the power contained in the Act. The recent case of in Re Daniels, 
Weeks v. Daniels (56 Soxtcrrors’ JouRNat, 519, and 1912, 2 Ch. 90) 
does not, to my mind, conflict with this decision, because in this latter 
case there was no power in the settlement to grant mining leases, but 
merely a direction to pay the rents and profits to the tenant for life. 
I accordingly follow the decision in Re Bagot’s Settlement (ubi supra), 
and hold that there is a contrary intention expressed in thie settle- 
ment, and that the rents arising under the mining lease are to be 


applied as part of the rents and profits controlled by the provisions 
of the eettlement, and not in accordance with section 11 of the Act.— 
CounseL, G. R. Northcote, W. R. Sheldon; BE. G. Eardley Wilmot, 
G. H. Hurst. Sorscrrors, Wood, Bigg, & Nash; Withers, Bensons, & 
Co. ; Woodcsck, Ryland, & Parker. 
[Reported by L. M. Mar. Barrister-at-Law.] 
PINK v. SHARWOOD & CO. Eve,J. 26th Juve. 

PracticE—Discovery—Propvuction or Documents—Person or Un- 

souND Minp—Next FrRIEND—FURTHER AND BETTER AFFIDAVIT AS TO 

DocuMENT R.8.C., Ornp. XXXI. 29. 

The court has no jurisdiction to order the next friend of a person 
of unsound mind not so found by inquisition to make an affidavit as 











to documents, 

Dyke v. Stephens (30 Ch. D. 189) followed. 

Higginson v. Hall (10 Ch. VD). 235) dissented from. 

This was an application that the plaintiff, by his next friend, should 
file a further and better affidavit of documents. The plaintiff was a 
person of unsound mind not so found by inquisition, and sued b 
Joseph Moore, his next friend. Moore had been appointed receiver 





under section 116 of the Lunacy Act, 1890, some time prior to the 
issue of the writ. The claim made in the action was for an injunction 
to restrain an alleged infringement of the plaintiff's trade name and 
labels used in connection with a business formerly carried on by him 


The action had proceeded up to delivery of defence. On the 19th of 
May, 1913, on the application of the defendants, an order was made 
‘that the plaintiff, by the said Joseph Moore, his next friend, and 
such next friend do within seven days after service of this order make 
and file a sufficient affidavit stating whether the plaintiff had in his 


if so, what documents, relating to the 


possession or power any, and, 
affidavit was 


inatters in question.’” The defendants alleged that the 
insufficient, and issued this summons for an order that the plaintiff, by 
the said Joseph Moore, his next friend, should file a further and better 
affidavit of documents upon the ground that the plaintiff had not dis 
closed the documents enumerated in the schedule. Objection was now 
taken, on behalf of the plaintiff, to any order being made on this 
application on the ground that the order of the 19th of May ought 
never to have been made. 
Eve, J. : The firet question which I have to consider is whether the 
order of the 19th of May was properly made. It was made undet 
Rule 12 of Order XXXI., and the first okcervation which arises on 
reading the rule is that the person who has been directed in this case t» 
make the discovery is not a party to the action. Persons under di 
ability, that is to say, infants, persons of unsound mind, and lunati« 


an only commence an action by a next friend or committee. In the 


case of a lunatic the committee and lunatic are both made parties, but 
this is not so where an infant or person of unsound mind sues by a 
next friend, and the next friend is not a party to the action. It was 


ided in Dyke v. Stephens (30 Ch. D. 


is 


on this ground that Pearson, J., de: 
189) that in an action brought by an infant by a next friend ther 
no jurisdiction to order discovery by the next friend. In coming to 
that conclusion, Pearson, J., had to consider the decision of Malire, 
V.C., in Higginson v. Hall (10 Ch. D. 235), where in an action by a 


person of unsound mind suing by his next friend, counsel for the person 


of unsound mind not disputing that there must be discovery of docu- 
mente, but expressing a doubt as to who should make the affidavit, the 
next friend not being a party, the Vice-Chancellor held on broad prin 
ciples that the next friend was tlfe proper person to make the affidavit. 
I think it is clear that the conclusions of Pearson, J., and the Vice 
Chancellor cannot both be right, and in these circumstances which ought 


I to follow? I prefer the later decision of Pearson, J. That decieion 
negatives the suggestion that a rule by which power is given to order 
discovery by a party to the action can be resorted to for the purpose 
of compelling discovery by a person who is not a party. Since that 
decision Rule 29 has been added to Order XXXI., and the whole orde: 
now applies to infant plaintiffs and defendants and their next friends 
The fact that the added rule is confined to these pe 


and guardians. 
Clayton’s suggestion that this cou 


sons affords some ground for M1 
probably adopted because there was no need to provide for the 


was 
of a person of unsound mind suing by a next friend, seeing that 


cage 
the Vice-Chancellor had already decided that in such a case the next 
friend could be ordered to make discovery ; but I think the Rule Com 
mittee must have appreciated that the decisions in Higginson v. Hall 
and Dyke v. Stephens could not be reconciled, and that other reasons 
than the decision in the former case must have existed for not ex- 
tending Rule 29 to the next friend of a person of unsound mind. 
Among such reasons may be the fact that one result which follows on 


the appointment of a receiver or committee is that the property of the 


person of unsound mind thereupon passes into the control of the Lords 
Justices, and thereafter it is for them to determine the extent to which, 
and the circumstances in which, documents belonging to or in the pos- 
cession of a person of unsound mind are to be disclosed to, and in- 
spected by, persons seeking discovery. There being already means 
of obtaining discovery in lunacy, it may well have been considered 


that it was neither necessary nor desirable to add to them by extending 
Order XXXI. to persons of unsound mind and their next friends. But 
whatever be the reason, the order does not, in my opinion, include them, 
and on this ground I com. to the conclusion that there was no jurisdic- 
tion to make the order of the 19th of May. If the present application 
were to enforce compliante with that order by writ of attachment or 





wa 
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dismissal of the action, I should feel bound to direct the matter to 





etand over in order to give the plaintiff an opportunity of moving to 
diecharge the order, but on this application, for a further and better 
affidavit, I can deal with the matter without first setting aside the 
order by refusi t ipplication for a further affidavit if I think the 
first order ought not to ha heen made. I do think eo; and having 
come to that conclusio I dism the present appil ition. CouNSEL, 
Clayton, K.C.. and 7 lin: P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Stokes. Sort 
crtors, Billing 4: 'Co.; Parker, Garrett, & Co 


[Reported by 8. E. Wittrams, Barrister-at-Law.] 
BEBB ». THE LAW SOCIETY. Joyce, J. Ist and 2nd July. 


SoLticiror—WomMAN—RIcut To Be ADMITTED TO EXAMINATION—PUBLIC 
Orrice—-Common Law DIS@vuALiFICATION—So.icirors AND ATTORNEYS 


Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vict. c. 73), 2, 3, 48—Soxicitors Act, 1888 

(51 & 52 Vict. c. 65 10. 

{ woman is not ¢ } mn ithin the meaning of section 48 of the 
Pa) for and Attorne I ie’. 1843. and ia di quel hed hy reason of her 
ex from being ¢ dmitted to the p limin ry exam nation for the pur pose 
of qualif q for adm n as a solicitor. 

In this action the plaintiff, a lady. sought a declaration that she was 


a person withim the meaning of the Solicitors and Attorneys Act, 
1843, and the amending Acts, aml that she was entitled to be admitted 
to the preliminary examination held by the Law Society under su h 
Acts Che defendants were of opinion that the plaintiff was unfit to be 
admitted by reason of her sex. The material statutes are as follows : 
The statute of 1322. 15 Ed. I1.. which reserved to the Lord Chancellor 


and Chief Justice the power of admitting attorneys; a statute of 1402, 
4 Henry LV. c. 10, which provided that persons were to be shewn to 
be good, and virtuous before they could be admitted as attorneys, these 


conditions being further-extended by the Act of 1615, 13 Jac. 1, c. 7. 
The Solicitors and Attorneys Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vict. c. 93), section 2, 


p vides No person ul t as an attorney or solicitor, or as such 
attorney or solicitor ie out any write or process, or commence, carry 
ac it or defend ar tion, suit, or other proceeding in the name of 
any other pereon or in his own name . . . unless such persons shall 
have | n dmitted and enrolled and otherwise duly qualified 
to act as an attorney or solicitor under or by virtue of the law now in 
force, or unless such person shall after the passing of this Act be ad 
tted and enrolled and otherwise duly qualified to act as an attorney o1 
eolicitor pursuant to the directions and regulations of this Act.’ Se 
tion J imposes the condition that no person shall be admitted unless such 
person has been beund as-a clerk. Section 35 pro ides that ‘‘ from and 
fter the passing of thie Act in case any person ehall in his own name o1 
it name of any other person sue out any write or process, or com 
mence, prosecute er defend any action or suit or any proceedings in any 
urt of law or equity, without being admitted and enrolled as afore 
vid, or being himself the pl tiff or defendant in such proceedings re 
pectively, every such person shall and is hereby made incapable to 
maintain or prosetute any action or suit in any court of law or equity 
fe inv fee, reward or dishbu ements, on account of prosecuting, carrying 
on or defendme such action. suit or proceeding or otherwise in relation 
thereto; and such offence shall be deemed a contempt of court . . 
and shall be punished accordingly.”’. Section 48 is : “ In the constru 
tion of this Act . - every word importing the masculine gender 
only shall extend and be applied to a female as wellasa male . . .” 


The Solicitors Act, 1877, governs the existing system of examinations. 
rhe Solicitors Act, 1888, section 10, provides that ‘A person who has 
obtained from the society a certificate of having passed a final exam- 
ination may apply to the Master of the Rolls to be admitted as a 
solicitor; and thereupon the Master of the Rolls, unless cause to the 


contrary is shewn tq his satisfaction, shall by writing under his hand 
admit, in such manner and form as he shall from time to time direct, 
such person to be a solicitor.’’ It was argued for the plaintiff that there 
was nothing in any of the statutes expressly disqualifying a woman : 


1 


that there was nothing in the nature of the office of a solicitor or 
attorney which rendered it incapable of being discharged by a woman ; 
before 1322 women had in fact acted as attorneys (Select ‘Civil Pleas, 
vol l, Pp 56 : sracton’s Notebook, vol 2. case 342). It was true women 
were disqualified from holding public offices, but the office of a soli 
citor was rather in the nature of a private profession. If a woman 
was admitted to examination, and became qualified, then under section 
10 of the Act of 1888 she would have to be admitted. Further, if a 
woman was not a “ person ’’ under section 2 of the Act of 1843, then 
she was not a perso ‘under section 35, and would not be liable to 
penalties under that section. *7?. v. Alice Stubbs (2 Term Reports 395), 
Chorlton vo 7 ng 1 C. P. 374). Hurst's Case Siderfin, 94). and Reres 
ford Hope v. Lady Sandhurst Q B. D. 79) were referred to For 
the defendants ‘it ontended that there was nothing in the statutes 


(9 


implying thet there was to be a change from the ancient custom by 
which men only are admitted to act as soli itors, and Nairn v. Univer 
St. Andrea 1909, A. C. 147) and Hall v. Incorporated Society 
6) Law Agents (C. 8. Series 5, 3 Fraeer 1059) were referred to. , 
Jovce, J., in giving judgment, said : This is a novel and somewhat 
startling application. It is an action for a mandamus to compel the 
Law Society to admit a lady to the preliminary examination with a view 
to her becoming a solicitor. If the applicant is disqualified by sex 
from becomitg a solicitor, according to our law then the action fails. 
Now it has been admitted before me—indeed, it could not be denied 
that according to the Common Law a woman is incapable of executing 


a public office or public functions, and in support of that I need only 





refer to the case in 23 Q. B. D., where the judgment of Willes, J., is 
cited by Lord Esher. Now it is said that following the profession of 
a solicitor is not the exercise of a public office. I am sure I do not 
know whether it is or not; I am not prepared to say what is the exact 
effect of the provision in the Judicature Act that solicitors shall be 
deemed to be officers of the court. I am not sure how far this goes, it 
has not been mentioned to me, and there may be nothing in it; but I 
am very much mistaken if a person who is a solicitor is not thereby 
qualified to be nominated and to act in a public office. I may b 
wrong, but I think solicitors of some standing and practice are qualified 
to be masters of the Supreme Court. If that be so, I think that may 
be a difficulty in the way of this lady. However, that has not been 
argued before me. The view which I take of the case is this: Not 
withetanding the reference made to Bracton, the Mirror of Justice and 
other authorities or supposed authorities of some remote antiquity, | 
myself entertain no doubt as to the position of women in reference to 
this matter before the modern legislation with regard fo solicitors. I 
do not doubt that a woman was, before this legislation, the legislation 
beginning in 1843, though I think there was an earlier Act in 183] 
disqualified by sex from becoming and practising as an attorney or 
solicitor. I may be wrong; but if I am right, how has that dis 
qualification been faken away? There is no express enactment remov 
ing it. It is true there is an interpretation clause in the Act of 1843, 
section 48, which provides that ‘“‘any word importing the plural numbe: 
shall extend and be applied to one person, matter or thing as well as 
several persons, matters or things; and every word importing the mascu 


line gender shall extend and be applied to a female as well 


a male. . . . Now, as I indicated before, my opinion is thet 
such a clause as that is only for the purpose of enabling the drafti: 
clauses to be more concise than it would otherwise be, and I eay th 
same with reference to the interpretation clause. It is not the pro 
vince of such a clause as that—I am not sure that this has not been 
said before—-to make such a radical alteration of the law as to effect 
revolution such as is sought to be effected by this application. That 
being my view about the interpretation clause, there is no positive 
enactment which provides that every person, where the word ‘‘ person 
might mean and would naturally mean a female as well as a male, who 
possesses certain qualifications shall be entitled to be admitted: to this 
examination or even shall be entitled to be admitted a solicitor. Ther 
is no indication or suggestion in any statute of any intention on th 
part of the Legislature to make any alteration in the law with reference 
to this point, the admissibility of women to the profession of the law 
I am of opinion, and feel no doubt, that such a thing was never con 
templated or thought of by the framers of any of these Acts. In other 
words I am certain that it was not the intention of the Legislature to 
alter the law. That being so, I think the disability which in my 
opinion existed before the modern legislation still remains, and will 
continue to remain unless and until the Legislature think fit to inter 
fere and make the alteration which is sought to be brought about. The 
action in my opinion fails, and must be dismissed. Costs were not 
asked for.—Counsex, for the plaintiff, S. O. Buckmaster, K.C., and 
R. A. Wright ; for the defendants, Hughes, K.C., and Tomlin. Sottict- 
rors, Withers. Bensons, Birkett, & Davies; S. P. B. Bucknill. 
[Reported by R. C. Carnnrixeton, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re THE BLAIR OPEN HEARTH FURNACE CO, (LIM.). 
Wanington, J. 24th and 25th June. 
CompaANy—ALLOTMENT OF SHARES—STATEMENT IN Lieu oF PRosrect' 

Errect or Faure To COMPLY WITH SECTION 82 OF THE COMPANIES 

(Consotipation) Acr, 1908 (8 Epw. 7, c. 69), s. 82 (1)—Vatiwiry 

or ALLOTMENT. 

lt being contended that mis-statements and omissions in a@ statement 
in lieu of a prospectus filed with regard to the formation of a compony 
under section 82 of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, rendercd 
void or voidable the allotment of shares. 

Held, that the allotment of shares was not avoided, but that a shar-- 
holder who applied for an allotment of shares on the faith of the filed 
statement would have the same rights of rescission as a shareholder 
who had relied on a misleading prospectus. 

This was a motion on behalf of a limited company, called the Canadiar 
Agency (Limited), to have the name of the company removed from the 
register of shareholders of the Blair Open Hearth Furnace Company 


(Limited). The Blair Open Hearth Furnace Company (Limited) was 
incorporated in 1912, but no prospectus was issued. Prior to allot 
ment, however, a statement was filed in lieu of a prospectus. This 


statement was alleged to contain mis-statements and omissions with 
regard to matters required to be stated by section 82 of the Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908, and by Schedule II. of the Act. It was 
contended that such mis-statements and omissions rendered the allot 
ment of shares void, or at any rate voidable by the shareholders. 5e 
tion 82 (1) of the Act is as follows : ‘‘ A company which does not issue 
a prospectus on or with reference to its formation shall not allot any 
of its shares or debentures unless before the first allotment of either 
shares or debentures there has been, filed with the registrar of com- 
panies a statement in lieu of prospectus signed by every person who 
is named therein as a director or a proposed director of the company 
or by his agent authorized in writing, in the form and containing the 
particulars set out in the Second Schedule to this Act.” 
Warrroton, J., eaid that it was a startling proposition that, because 
the statement filed in lieu of a prospectus contained mis-statements 
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and omissions, and he assumed for the purpose of his judgment that 
to be the case, therefore the subsequent allotment of shares was rendered 
void. In his opinion that was not the true intention of the Legis- 
Jature. The intention of the Legislature was that where no prospectus 
was issued, an applicant for shares should be able to inspect some 
document having a similar object, and any applicant who applied for 
shares on the faith of the filed statement would have the same indi- 
vidual right of rescission in the case of mis-statement or omission of 
material facts as he would have had if he had relied on a misleading 
prospectus. The requirements of the Act about proceeding to allotment 
were satisfied by the mere filing of the statement, whether the parti- 
culars were or were not sufficiently supplied. It was not suggested in 
the present case that the applicants had ever inspected the statement in 
question before application and allotment, and the motion must be 
dismissed with costs.—CounseEL, Clauson, K.C., Gordon Brown; Cave, 
K.C., Gore-Browne, K.C., Sims. Soxtcrrors, Linklater, Addison, & 
Brown; Birkbeck, Yeo, & Co. 
[Reported by J. B. OC. Taecanruen, Barrieter-at-Law-]} 





Court of Criminal Appeal. 
B. v. RABJOHNS. 2nd and 23rd June. 


Croat LAaw—SENTENCE—REMANET FROM Last SENTENCE—FRESH 
ConvICcTION—PRISONER Now Bounp OveR—ReEvVocATION oF LiceENcE— 
Prenat Servirupve Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vicr., c. 99), ss. 9 anp 11— 
Prenat Servirupe Act, 1864 (27 & 28 Vicr., c. 47), ss. 4, 5, anv 9. 


R., at the time he committed the crime of arson, was a convict on 
licence, with a remanet of one year and ninety-fire days of his last 
term of penal servitude unexpired. R. pleaded guilty. 

Held, that if R. was bound over to come up for judgment if called 
upon, his licence would be revoked, and he should be kept in custody 
to serve the remanet of his last sentence. 

Accordingly Circular L.P. 15, 1912, dated the 8th of November, 1912, 
and issued from the Prison Commission to the Governors of Prisons is 
erroneous. This circular directed the governors immediately to release 
a prisoner on licence who was bound over after a verdict or plea of 
guilty upon the ground that his licence was not forfeited, as the con- 
viction was not complete until judgment had been passed. 

This was an appeal against sentence. The facts and arguments of 
the case appear sufficiently from the written judgment of the court 
(Darling, Bankes, and Lush J.J.), which was delivered by Bankes, J., 
as follows :— 

The question for decision in this case has reference to the proper 
construction to be put upon sections 4 and 9 of the Penal Servitude 
Act, 1864. The matter arises in this way. The appellant was indicted 
at the Leeds Assizes for arson. He pleaded guilty. He had been 
twice previously convicted of the same offence, and sentenced to terms 
of three years’ and five years’ penal servitude respectively. At the 
time he committed the offence of which he pleaded guilty he was out on 
a period of one year and ninety-five days of his last 
term of penal servitude unexpired. Mr. Justice Darling considered 
that the best way to deal with the appellant was to bind him over to 
come up for judgment when called upon, being of opinion that the effect 
of the appellant’s plea of guilty was to revoke his licence and to 
subject him to serve the unexpired portion of his previous sentences. 
He accordingly bound him over. The attention of the learned judge 
was then called by the governor of the gaol] to a Circular L.P. 15, 1912, 
dated the 8th of November, 1912, and issued from the Prison Commission 
to the Governors of Prisons, directing them immediately to release a 
prisoner on licence who is bound over after a verdict or plea of guilty 
upon the ground that his licence is not forfeited, as the conviction is 
not complete until judgment has been paseed. On his attention bein 
called to this circular, the learned judge recalled the prisoner an 
sentenced him to a term of penal servitude, giving him at the same 
time leave to appeal, so that the question raised by the aforesaid 
circular might be discussed. Upon a consideration of the various 
statutes dealing with the granting of licences to persons undergoing 
terms of penal servitude, and of the cases cited during the argument, 
the court is of opinion that the reason given in the circular for the 
action to be taken by the governors of the gaols is not well founded. 
Section 4 of the Penal Servitude Act, 1864, provides that ‘‘If any 
holder of a licence granted in the form set forth in Schedule A 
to the statute is convicted, either by the verdict of a j or upon 
his own confession, of any offence for which he is indicted his 
licence shall be forthwith forfeited by virtue of such conviction.”’ 
The meaning of the word “‘conviction’’ has been discussed in several 
cases. For instance, in Burgess v. Boetefeur (7 M. & G. 481), where 
the question was as to the meaning of the word ‘‘ convicted” in the 
statute 25 Geo. II, c. 36, section 5, and where, after a plea of guilty, 
ey meer had been respited, it was held that the offender was not to 

considered as convicted until the judgment of the court upon the 
indictment against him was pronounced. In that case Tindal, C.J., 
in giving judgment, says that conviction is undoubtedly verbum 
aequivocum. It is sometimes used as meaning the verdict of a jury, 
and at other times, in its more strictly legal sense, for the sentence of 
the court. In the present case the language of the statute iteelf seems 
to settle this question, as it uses the words “convicted by the verdict 
of a jury or upon his own confession,’ but, apart from this, the 
judgment of Mr. Justice Stephen in Jephson v. Barker (3 T. L. R. 40) 


licence, havin, 





disposes of any a difficulty, as he there says that a binding over 
by the court ie the judgment of the court for the purpose of completing 
a conviction. Whichever view, therefore, is taken of the meaning of 
the word conviction, there has, in the opinion of the court, been a con- 
viction within the meaning of section 4 of the Penal Servitude Act, 
1864, whenever a prisoner has been found guilty on indictment by a 
jury, or on his own confession, and has been bound over to come up 
for judgment when called on. To this extent, therefore, in the opinion 
of the court, the circular of the Prison Commissioners expresses an 
erroneous view of the law. The further question has, however, to be 
disposed of—namely, whether where a prisoner on licence is convicted on 
indictment, and merely bound over, there is any power to keep him in 
custody, or to compel him to serve out the unexpired portion of his 


sentence. The granting of licences and their forfeiture or revocation 
appears to be entirely regulated by statute. [After referring to 
various sections of the Penal Servitude Act, 1853, and in_parti- 


cular to section 9, the learned judge continued :] For the purpose 
of giving effect to the statute as a whole, the court is of opinion 
that the words from “after undergoing’’ to ‘‘further’’ in section 
9 should be read as if in parentheses; and the section conse- 
quently must be read as providing that the convict shall, in the event 
of forfeiture or revocation of his licence, undergo the unexpired portion 
of his sentence, and in the event of his receiving any sentence for the 


offence which forfeited or revoked his licence, he shall undergo 
such unexpired portion after the expiration of such sentence. 
This latter part of the section is directed to providing for the 


sequence of the punishments in the event of the offender whose licence 
is forfeited or revoked receiving any sentence of punishment at the 
time of his conviction. .If he receives none, this part of the section 
does not apply to his case. Read in this way the section covers all the 
cases that can occur, and the latter portion of it, which applies to every 
case, provides the machinery by which a person whose licence is for- 
feited or revoked can be compelled to serve the unexpired portion of 
his sentence, even though he is only bound over, and not at the time 
of conviction sentenced to any punishment. For the reasons above 
stated the court is of opinion that the circular is not justified by the 
provisions of the Acts of Parliament regulating licences to convicts, and 
they are of opinion that the course originally proposed to be taken by 
Darling, J., should be taken in the present case. The decision of the 
court, therefore, is to allow the appeal against sentence, and to substi- 
tute for the sentence an order as originally intended by Darling, J., 
directing the appellant to be bound over to be of good behaviour for a 
period of two yeare from the expiration of the unexpired portion of 
penal servitude, and to come up for judgment when called upon.— 
CounsrL, Macaskie; A. Morley. Soxicrtons, The Registrar of the 
Court of Criminal Appeal; The Director of Public Prosecutions, 
[Reported by O. G. Moran, Barrieter-at-Law.] 


New Orders, &c. 


The Lunacy Acts, 1890 and 1891. 


I, Richard Burdon Viscount Haldane, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, in pursuance of section 338, sub-eection (2) of the Lunacy Act, 
1890, and section 27, sub-section (2) of the Lunacy Act, 1891, and of 
all other powers enabling me in that behalf, do hereby make the follow 
ing rule :— 

he the case of applications, dealing only with benefits under the 
National Insurance Act, 1911, a number of such applications may be 
joined in one summons and service of notice of the application may be 
dispensed with. 

(Signed) 


July 2, 1913. Hatpane, C. 








Societies. 


The Law Society. 
ANNUAL MEETING. 


The annual meeting of the Law Society was held on Friday, the 4th. 
inst., at the Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, the retiring President, Mr. 
C. L. Sampson (London), taking the chair. Among those present were : 
Mr. Walter Trower (Vice-President), the Hon. Walter Bernard Louis 
Barrington, Mr. John James Dumville Botterell, Mr. John Wreford 
Budd, Mr. Alfred Henry Coley (Birmingham), Mr. Cecil Allen Coward, 
Sir Homewood Crawford, Mr. Alfred Davenport, Mr. Weeden Dawes, 
Mr. Robert William Dibdin, Mr. Walter Dowson, Mr. Walter Henry 
Foster, Sir Edward Henry Fraser, D.C.L. (Nottingham), Mr. Samuel 
Garrett, Mr. Herbert Gibson, Mr. Charles Goddard, Mr. John Roger 
Burrow Gregory, Mr. John Waller Hills, M.P., D.C.L., Mr. William 
John Humfrys (Hereford), Sir Henry James Johnson, the Hon. Robert 
Henry Lyttelton, Mr. Frank Marshall ange camge mele ie Mr. 
Philip Hubert Martineau, Mr. Joseph Farmer Milne (Manchester), Mr. 
Charles Henry Morton (Liverpool), Mr. Robert Chancellor Nesbitt, Mr. 
Kenrick Eyton Peck (Devonport), Sir Albert Kaye Rollitt, LL.D., 
D.C.L., Litt.D., Mr. William Arthur Sharpe, Mr. Richard Stephens 
Taylor, Mr. William Melmoth Walters, Mr. Robert Mills Welsford, and 
Mr. William Howard Winterbotham, members of the Council; Mr. 
Charles Edward Barry (Bristol), Mr. Edward Bramley (Sheffield), Mr. 
Richard Stewart Cleaver (Liverpool), Mr. Thomas Eggar (Brighton), 
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Sir Charles Elton Longmore, K.C.B. (Hertford), Mr. John Wessley 
Martin (Reading), Mr. William Henry Norton (Manchester), and Mr. 
Norris Alfred Ernest Way (Chester), extraordinary members; and Mr. 
8. P. B. Bucknill, secretary, and Mr. E. R. Cook, assistant secretary. 


PRESIDENT AND VICE-PRESIDENT. 


The Presipent said he had great pleasure jn declaring Mr. Walter 
Trower (London) elected as President for the ensuing year, and Sir 
Charles Elton Longmore, K.C.B. (Hertford), as Vice-President. 

ELection or CounciL. 

The Prestpena said that the following gentlemen had been proposed 
ae candidates for the eleven vacancies on the Council caused by the 
retirement of ten members in rotation and the death of Mr. Ellett : Mr. 
Robert William Dibdin (23, Red Lion square, W.C.), Sir Edward Henry 
Fraser, D.C.L. (Nottingham), Mr, Charles Goddard (3, South-square, 
(jvay’s Inn, W.C.), Mr. Herbert Gibson (9, Great St. Helen’s, E.C.), Mr. 
John Waller Hills, M.P., D.C.L. (Queen Anne’s-mansions, Westminster, 
8.W.), Sir Henry James Johnson (101, Leadenhall-street, E.C.), Mr. 
Charles Henry Morton (Liverpool), Mr. Robert Chancellor Nesbitt (7, 
Devonshire-square, Bishopsgate, E.C.), Mr. Charles Leopold Samson (6, 
Austin-friars, E.C., and Manchester), Mr. William Arthur Sharpe (12, 
New-court, Carey-street, W.C.), Mr. Alfred John Morton Ball (Stroud, 
Gloucestershire), and Mr. Arthur George Shaw Robertson (Bath). As, 
however, the nomination of Mr. Robertson had been withdrawn, the 
candidates were not more in number than the vacancies, and he 
declared them duly elected. 


AUDITORS. 


The PResipent said the following gentlemen had been proposed as 
Auditors of the Society :—Mr. John Stephens Chappelow, F.C.A. (10, 
Lincoln's Inn-fields, W.C.), Mr. Mitchell Templeton (9, King’s Bench- 

lk, Temple, E.C.), and Mr. George Arthur Whitfield (22, Surrey 
street, Strand, W.C.). 

Mr. CHartes Forp (London) said he would like to repeat what he 
had said on a former occasion, namely, that he thought the Society 

ght to have two professional auditors. 





being the place he thought he loved best, apart from his own home— 
namely, the Law Society. The report dealt with a very great number 
of matters, and, whatever the opinion of the meeting might be as to the 
way in which the Council had dealt with those matters, he was sure 
that they would be satisfied that they had given a great amount of 
time to the consideration of a number of very important questions 
affecting the profession. They had dealt with all sorts of subjects, 
and he was not going to weary the meeting by referring to them in 
detail. But there were one or two matters which, he was sure, they 
would like him to refer to, as shewing that the Council had taken 
great interest in a number of professional questions and, in some cases, 
with beneficial results to the Society. 
Scorr v. Scorr. 

He would first of all refer to the case of Scott and Scott. As they 
were all aware, the Society had to appeal to the House of Lords from 
the judgment of the Court of Appeal, which, if it had stood, would 
have been a menace to the profession. They did so because they recog 
nised that a great terror attached to solicitors if, in the honest dis 
charge of their duties, they could have been subjected to punishment 
at the caprice, it might be, of a judge, and that they should have no 
appeal from that decision. He was glad to say that the. House of 
Lords had taken a very common-sense and broad-minded view of the 
law, and had supported the view for which the Council’ contended. 


ADMISSION OF WOMEN. 


There was another matter in which the Council were brought, this 
time not by their own inclination, but against their will, into a contest 
in the courts. They had felt themselves bound to resist the attempt 
which was made by ladies to be admitted asmembers of the profes- 
sion. They would all have noticed the result of that. Mr. Justice 
Joyce had kept their rights immune from ladies, and had held that 
the view of the Council was right. and that the ladies did not come 
within the category of persons who were entitled to be admitted 


solicitors, 


Che Prestpent said that did not arise on the present occasion. He 
| law of bankruptcy, and they contended that, whilst the principles of 


had now only to carry out the bye-law 
‘ ted. He also declared Miu 
Whitfield elected. 


ACCOUNTS. 


, and declare Mr. Chappelow duly 
Mitchell Templeton and Mr. G. A. 


ArRTICLED CLERKS’ FuND 


Che PRestpent moved the adoption of the accounts. 

Che Vice-Prestpent (Mr, Walter Trower, London) seconded the 
motion, 

Mr. Forp said he should like to acknowledge the courtesy of the 
Council in adopting suggestions of his with regard to the method of 
ipportioning the sums charged against the general fund and against 
the articled clerks’ fund, but there was room for improvement still. 
I is very unfortunate that such large and unfair charges were made 


ivainst the articled clerks’ fund, with the result that it was found 






that the expenditure in respect of it exceeded the income. The appor 
tionment was far from equitable, and, if it were equitable, the in ome 
uld exceed the expenditure. It was unfair to charge the articled 
erks’ fund with any part of the voluntary subscriptions of the society 
t» charities, and so on. Then, instead of a third of most of the items 
being charged against the account, it ought only to be one-fourth. The 
items which struck him as being more than ordinarily excessive were 
those of ‘‘ rates and taxes, £791’; ‘‘ salaries to officers, clerks, and 
servants, £2,618’ ‘printing, stationery, and  advertis: ts. 
£744"’; ‘‘ house expenses, including water, coal, and lighting, £4 


insurance on buildings and furniture, £29’’; “‘ postdge and sun 
dries, £219’ ‘depreciation on furniture, fixtures, and fittings, 
£139.’ He expressed the hope that the Council would pursue tlre course 
t had begun in the past, and still more modify these charges 

The Vice-Prestpent (as Chairman of the Finance Committee said 


he had explained on previous occasions that the method of apportion 
ment had been very closely considered and calculated, having rezard to 
the expenses actually incurred with regard to the administration of both 


funds. As far as the Council possibly could, they treated, and he hoped 
would continue to treat, the articled clerks’ fund with the utmost 
liberality 


The motion was carried. 


ANNUAL Report. Tue Late Mr. ELterr. 


The Prestpent moved the adoption of the report. He said he was 
re the meeting would like him to begin by expressing the deep grief 
of them must feel at the loss of one of their most distinguished 
leagues on the Council, Mr. Ellett. A very brief reference had bee: 
made to that in the report, but he was sure they would agree that it 
very inadequately expressed the great loss, not only to the Council and 
to the Society, but to the whole profession of the solicitors throughout 
the country, which had been sustained. They all knew the work. the 
yreat work, Mr. Ellett did for very many years on the Council, and they 
must all have appreciated his kindliness of disposition and his courtesy 
of manner, and he thought there were only two things perhaps which 
might militate somewhat against the sorrow they all felt, namely, the 
rcumstances of his death and the place where he died. Mr. Ellett 
died in the very fullest possession of his powers, not suffering from 
any long illness, and he died in a place which, as he (the President 
had ment 
13. sure he 


ned to the Council when they first heard of his death, he 
would have liked to have died apart from his own home, as 





Bankruptcy Law. 
The Council had paid great attention to the proposals to. amend the 


Cohen and Mitchell should be amended, the law of after-acquired real 
property should be made equal to that regarding personal property. So 
far they had not been successful in convincing the authorities upon the 
matter. The Bill had still to come before the House of Commons, and 
the Council trusted they were going again to take steps to have their 
views brought before the Legislature; whether they would succeed or 
not he did not kn 
Poor MAn’s LAWYERS. 

Then there was the question of ‘‘ pcor man’s lawyers,’’ which had 
been very much before the Council, and, as would be seen by the report, 
they had shown themselves very greatly in sympathy with every well 
directed organisation for assisting poor people in having their claims 
investigated and their right claims protected by legal proceedings. Of 
couree, in the carrying out of this intention there were numerous diffi- 
culties to be faced. but the Council had had a conference in the Society's 
hall with a number of societies which, for many years, had been 
engaged in useful work in-this direction, and, acting in concert with 
them, they had proposed a scheme which, he trusted, might prove to 
be a pra tical and’ working scheme. 

Counset’s Frrs. 

He should fike to mention two or three important matters to which, in 
his address at the provincial meeting at Cardiff, he had drawn attention, 
and to which the Council had given very careful consideration during his 
year of office. One of these was the question of counsel’s fees, and the 
Council very strongly urged on the profession that, once a brief had been 
delivered, they should not listen to any request for an increase of the fees 
simply on the ground that the gentleman on the other side had a larger 
fee marked than was the case with their leader. The next question, with 
regard to counsel's fees, was still a matter of discussion between the 
Council and the Bar Council. Put shertly, it was that, whilst the 
Council recognised that, as a general principle, snd as a matter of con 
venience, what was called the two-third’s, or the three-fifth’s, rule 
should prevail, they assumed that it should not apply to any fees other 
than the fees that would be ordinarily paid to a leader for the particu- 
lar business in which he was engaged—in other words, that if a litigant 
desired to secure the services of some gentleman who demanded a 
higher fee, a much higher fee than would be ordinarily paid in 
similar matters to a less distinguished man, there should be some 
means found for dividing that fee in such a way that the juniors 
should only get a proportion of what he would describe as an ordinary 
brief fee. The Council were in touch now, and had been for some time 
past, with the Bar Council upon the matter, and, but for the illness of 
Mr. Lawrence, the chairman of the Bar Council, a meeting would have 
taken place upon the previous day, and he might have been able to give 
the meeting some more information upon the subject. He thought that 
at a very early stage it was likely that they would arrive at some 
satisfactory settlement of this vexed question. 


Dettvery or Bitts or Cost. 


The next matter was that of the delivery of bills of coste of solicitors. 
He did not propose to refer to this at any length, because it was fully 
set out in the report, which showed what the Council had been advised 
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by counsel as being possible, and he would only like to call the attention 
oi the meeting to the concluding words, where it was stated that :— 
*‘In the cixqumstances, the Council are of opinion that the practice of 
delivery, as between solicitor and client, of a lump sum bill without 
priced details and items is a growing and convenient practice, and 
should be facilitated by allowing the solicitor, in the event of taxation, 
to supplement the bill by a statement of the nature and amount of the 
business done, showing the skill, labour, and responsibility involved, 
but that this cannot be effected without legislation, and they are not 
prepared to apply to Parliament for the purpose. They desire to draw 
the attention of members to the course suggested by counsel,’’? which 
might be properly employed in the delivery of such bills. Of course, in 
matters not involving litigation, solicitors had power to contract with 
their clients, but what the Council pointed out was, what they con- 
sidered a remnant of the past, the necessity of delivering bills by 
items. 
Costs or LITIGANTs. 

The next point, a very important one, which the Council had to con- 
sider, was the disparity between the costs which a successful litigant 
obtained from his opponent and the costs he had to bear himself. Look- 
ing- into the matter, the Council came to the conclusion that really no 
alteration of the law was necessary to effect what they wanted, but 
that a just appreciation of the existing rule by the Taxing Masters 
weuld go a long way to remedy what the litigants had for a long time 
suffered from. The rule seemed to have been framed in a very wise and 
judicious manner, and to have aimed at giving the litigant practically 
an indemnity, except in respect of costs which had been incurred by 
over-caution and by extravagance, but it was the application of that 
rule that was the difficulty. However, the Council trusted that, now that 
they had taken up the matter gnd gone into it, and approached the 
authorities, a more wide and general application might be given to the 
rule than had always been the case in the past. 

Dest COLLECTING By SOLICITORS. 


There was only one other matter he wished to refer to, which did 
not occur in the report so much, but he might mention it in order to 
prevent. the necessity of making any further remarks about it. it 
would be remembered that questions were asked in the hall on several 
occasions, and the last time, at the special general meeting on the 26th 
January, 1912, by Mr. Brinsley Harper, as to whether it was to be 
understood that the Law Society considered the collection of debts by 
solicitors for clients, on the terms of commission being paid on the 
amount of the debt recovered, as champertous, and, in the opinion of 
the Council, as unprofessional conduct on the part of a solicitor. 
was desired by the Council to make the following announéement : 
“The Council are advised that an agreement for the collection of rents, 
interest, or debts, the remuneration for which is to be a percentage on 
the amount recovered, and which contemplates litigation, would be an 
infringement of the law against champerty, and illegal. They are, 
however, of opinion that such an agreement, if it excludes the taking 
of legal proceedings, is neither unprofessional nor objectionable.”’ 

Tre Late Mr. ELvert. 


Mr. J. 8. Rustnstern (London) said he thought that everybody 
present would recognise the truth of the President’s statement that he 
had: had a very heavy year of office, and had dealt with a very large 
number of subjects, and he was sure the Society were deeply grateful 
to him and to the Council for the very arduous labours they had per- 
formed during that period. Rising from the body of the hall, he 
could-not suggest for a moment that it was not with some object of 
criticising, to an extent, what had been done. But he would re-echo 
the President’s remarke with regard to the late Mr. Robert Ellett. He 
had felt his death as a personal loss to himself, because Mr. Ellett was 
the conduit, so to speak, through which he could let the Council know 
what was passing in his mind. It wasalways a pleasure to communicate 
with Mr. Ellett, because of the courtesy with which he had dealt with 
him, which was such that he might call it exceptional. It was a great 
grief to the members of the Society, and the death took place very 
shortly after a general meeting, where, through his kindly intervention. 
thev were able to pass unanimously a motion which he (Mr. Rubinstein) 
had brought forward. 

ANNUAL PRovinctat MEETING. 


With regard to the annual provincial meeting, he understood ‘that 
the members would not have the privilege of attending a meeting this 
year. That was very much to be deplored. He thought those pro 
vincial meetings were delightful meetings. They afforded opportunities 
for Londen solicitors to meet their brethren in the provinces through- 
out the kingdom, ‘and they assisted in popularising the Society. He 
had brought forward a motion at the January general meeting with 
regard to making some contribution from the Society towards the ex- 
penses of the provincial meetings, but he was sorry to say the Council 
had not been sympathetic. They would not even take the matter into 
consideration, and the result was apparent in that the Society were 
not invited into the country this year. He hoped, notwithstanding 
the fate of that motion, that the Council would now consider whether 
what he had suggested should not be done. He did not know what 
provision had been made to give the Society the benefit of the Pre- 
sident’s address delivered on such occasions. He took it that it 
was a grievance if the President for the year had not the opportunity 
of referring to the various subjects which were being discussed relat- 
ing. to the profession, and he should like to know whether the membera 











He | 





could not look forward. to having an opportunity of hearing what the 
new President had to say. 
LAND TRANSFER. 

The report referred to land transfer, and there were two or three 
pages of interesting matter, but, from his point of view, without 
coming to any conclusion which was of any value. There were some 
very significant words where it was stated that at a meeting of the 
Zand ‘transfer Committee of the Council and the provincial law 
societies in that-hall in July, 1912, a resolution was passed as follows : 
“That this meeting, without pledging itself to details, accepts the 
principle of the scheme recommended by the Council, on the under- 
standing that it will be proposed as a scheme to be applied by way of 
experiment in London only, and that opposition will be offered to any 
proposal to extend compulsory registration of any kind beyond Londoa, 
except under statutory authority, but that in the county of York a 
simultaneous experiment should be made on the lines proposed by the 
Yorkshire society.’’ He would like to take that as his text for what 
he had to say. The Council were parties to the compromise which was 
effected in 1897, which they were now deploring. ‘They did not treat 
the matter very differently from the way in which they were referring to 
it in the report. Of course, it was ancient history, but, still the Council 
did not treat it properly in the past, and they were not treating it 
properly in the present. There would not have been compulsion 
in London to-day, or even years ago when it came into operation, 1f 
the matter had been treated properly in 1897, when the Act was passed. 
Had the Council made a single representation to the authorities to 
enforce the findings of the Royal Commission that this was an imperfect 
system, a system which put the purchaser in London at a disadvan- 
tage with the purchaser elsewhere, a system so imperfect that they 
could not recommend its extension? He had attempted to introduce 
resolutions on more than one occasion calling attention to this point. 
So recently as the general meeting in April the society passed unani- 
mously a resolution practically re-echoing his opinions. What had the 
Council done with that resolution, and with other resolutions of a similar 
character which from time to time had been passed? Before the pre- 
sent Lord Chance'lor was in office, he (Mr. Rubinstein) was told that it 
was absolutely hopeless to attempt to take any action in the matter, and 
to put their resolutions forward, but that was not the position to-day. 
The present Lord Chancellor knew something about conveyancing. He 
was impressed, judging by his reported words, with the fact that, this 
legislative system was not an ideal system. The society should go 
ferward, and, in the first place, urge that the Privy Council should 
rescind the order for its operation in London. They would succeed 
in this. It only required a body like the Council to go to the Lord 
Chancellor to bring it about: but, far as he could make out, 
because the Council were somewhat divided in opinion, nothing was 


so 


done. The country members urged that the subject should be left 
alone, because they had not got compulsion in their districts. But that 
was no reason why.they in London should leave it alone, and he did 


uncil, who seemed to fall between two stools, that. rot- 
what the provincial members said, who were not burdened 

ing system, he urged that it was the duty of the 
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society, ! z y 
proper } sentation to the Lord Chancellor. 
ADMISSION OF WOMEN. 
With regard to the admission of women as solicitors, they had 
to faee the present position. Women were not to-day what they were 
in his y days. The report said, ‘‘ The Council are acting on the 


present herself for examination 
a solicitor.’’ That was correct, 
ts had upheld that view. The president, by his observa- 
tions, had expressed pleasure that that was the state of the law. The 
only point he wanted to make was that they should approach the sub- 
ject with a more open mind; he thought the matter required recon- 
sideration, for it was ripe for reconsideration. There was no doubt 
whatever that, almost immediately, a Bill would be introduced into 
Parliament to give women the right to become members of the legal 
profession, and the Council would have to decide whether, as a society, 
they were going He thought it was an error of judgment 


roman is not eligible to 
of being admitted as 


view that a 
with the of 
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to oppose it. 


to have ruled the matter in the way the Council had done. 
Mr. Forp said the general feeling of the profession was that ‘t 
would be disastrous if women were admitted. 
Soricrrors (AppiTionaL Powers) BILL. 
A fter * to the question of Land Transfer, Mr. Ford said, 


with regard to the Bill before Parliament for extending the Discipline 
Committee’s powers, that one suggestion he was most anxjous to make 
was that every solicitor, whether a member of the society or not, was an 
officer of the court, and he could not help feeling very strongly that, 
whilst they had their responsibilities as officers of the court, they 
should also have the rights which attached to that position. The right 
that he felt was being taken away very largely was that the solicitor 
should have the right immediately to remove any matter of complaint 
from the Law Society into the court of which he was an officer, and 
he hoped that that would receive serious consideration. He would be 
told that there was provision in the Bill before Parliament by which 
the solicitor, or the person complaining, might go to the court, but 
that was unsatisfactory to his mind. There might be instances in which 
¢ the profession might be glad to have a case inauired into 
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might wish to have the case inquired into in open court, and publicity 
given to it. The members of the profession should avail themselves of 
the opportunity of making representations to members of the House 
of Commons, in order that such an amendment might be introduced 
into the Bill. One suggestion he would like to make was that, as the 
Bill was framed, solicitors who had been members of the Council of 
the Law Society might be appointed to serve on the Discipline Com- 
mittee of the society for this purpose. He thought also that the word 
** Wales ’’ ought to be added, as it was a mistake to exclude members 
of the Council coming from that part of the kingdom. He did not 
know that Clause 4 should not provide that any member of the society 
ehould be qualified to serve, and not merely limit it to members of the 
Council and ex-members. 
Society's TeacnInc System. 


He thought there was room for improvement in the teaching system 
of the society. Of course, the chairman of the committee was con- 
scious of that. The society ought not to act in opposition to the Univer- 
sity of London, but in concert with it, and to facilitate all wise pro- 
posals which might come from it. He supported the observations 
which had been made to the effect that the society were certainly under 
a very considerable debt of gratitude to the Council, who, with all 
their private practice, gave so much valuable time, not only to the 
profession, but also to the public. 


PROVINCIAL MEETING. 


Mr. J. W. Martin (Reading), an extraordinary member of the 
Council) said he regretted very much indeed, with Mr. Rubinstein, that 
the society were not going to have a meeting in the provinces this 
year. He was one of those who regularly attended these meetings, 
and he could corroborate the statement that they did a great deal of 
good to the profession, and they certainly brought new members to the 
society. It was an exceedingly good advertisement for the society. 
I: had occurred to him that, as the society had not had any invitation 
to the provinces—he disagreed with Mr. Rubinstein in thinking that 
the provinces required a grant in aid; he thought the provincial 
societies were quite capable of entertaining the members without 
coming to the parent society for assistance—but, as there had been no 
invitation, why should not London invite the provinces to come to 
them’? He thought the time had arrived when London might very 
well entertain their provincial brethren. He was in London in the 
Jubilee year 1887, when London surpassed itself in hospitality, ana 
those coming from the country thoroughly enjoyed themselves. The 
London members ought to reciprocate the hospitality of the provinces, 
and invite the country members to come to London, if not this year, 
certainly next year. 








Counse.’s Fess. 

Mr. J. J. Dopp (London) said that the question of refreshers to 
counsel was an important matter. A little time ago he was fighting 
a case at the assizes, and counsel had stipulated for very considerable 
fees, considering the amount of the estate. The trial went on, and coun- 
sel demanded their refreshers. He said they were entitled to refreshers 
according to the scale laid down in the rules, but they said they would 
not go into court unless their price was paid, and he had to see the 
counsel in the Bar room. They held up the business of the court 
whilst the question of refreshers was being settled. and the senior 
counsel said he was not going to have any fee but that which he had 
asked. Notwithstanding the character of the demand, he (Mr. Dodd) 
had to submit, and the executor, who had no personal interest in the 
estate, might have to pay out of his own pocket the additional fee. 

County Courts. 

With regard to county-courts, he hoped the Council would consider 
the possibility of having the temporary courts in the quadrangle of 
the Courts of Justice used for county courts, for the convenience of 
solicitors and counsel, who could agree to their cases being tried there. 
It was an intolerable nuisance to have to go to outlying courts and 
wait until judgment summonses and small cases had been dealt with. 
He thought there ought to be a county-court clearing house at the 
Law Courts, where solicitors could get summonses issued, and pay 
money into court, and so save the running about to the local courts, 
and enable many solicitors, who could not be bothered with county- 
court work for their clients, to do that work efficiently, without any 
interference of the officials who run the courts. 

MembBersnip or Soctery. 

Mr. J. 8. Herwortn (London) said he thought it very desirable 
that every member of the profession should be a member of the 
seciety. He suggested that where firms were composed of several 
partners, each of them should become members. There were firms 
which had a single partner as a member of the society, and the whole 
firm got the benefit of the society’s publications. 

Detivery or Bits or Costs—LANpD TRANSFER. 


Mr. A. E. Bett (London) said he wished to endorse the remarks which 
had been made congratulating the Council upon the general tenor of their 
report ; but there was always some element of criticism. He ventured to 
hope that the time was fast approaching when bills of costs drawn out 
in detail would be abolished for ever, and that the practice of lawyers 
being paid upon a scale fixed according to the value of the amount at 


willing to assess the amount, instead of having to exercise their minds by 
deciding whether this document or that should be less by a folio. He 
trusted that at some future time he should have the opportunity of 
moving a resolution with regard to the matter, so that solicitors’ costs: 
should be dealt with by an assessed item. He also criticised 
the issue by the Council of the circular entitled ‘‘ Observations on 
Land Registry Memorandum,” and hoped that the sort of pin-prick- 
ing pamphlete and the statements that were made against the adminis- 
tration of the Land Registry would cease. It had come to stay. (Cries 
of ‘“‘No.’’) He challenged anyone who thought otherwise to look at 
the building in Lincoln’s Inn Fields, which was now being extended, 
and say if he thought it would ever be abolished. He trusted they 
would Cony their very insignificant little hatchet as soon as possible. He 
suggested that a proper time to do eo would be at one of the Council 
dinners, and that it might be buried under the dinner table. 
Lecat Epvcarion. 

Sir Argent Roiuit, LL.D. (a member of the Council), referring to the 
remarks of Mr. Ford with regard to legal education, said that Mr. Ford, 
who had always taken an interest in the subject, was in favour of the 
co-operation of the Council with the University of London. As a 
member of the Senate of the University, as were two or three of his 
colleagues on the Council, he was sure that would be their desire and 


| the desire of the Senate, but he could not help reminding the meeting 


that, when the school of law was proposed, and was manifestly approved 
in many quarters, the opposition to, and the destruction of that proposal 
did not come from the Law Society; but, on the contrary, when it 
proved impossible, owing to causes which he need not go into, the 
Society established its own excellent school of law, as it had proved to be, 
which would form an admirable basis at some time, when it might be 
more or less identified with the University of London. But he wanted 
to speak of a practical problem in which the meeting might be very 
useful, both to the University and to the class of students with whom, 
he was sure, it would be in the deepest sympathy, he meant the 
external students of the University. He was strongly in favour. of doing 
everything possible for the students who were not able to spend time 
and money as internal students, but who could study with the object 
of taking degrees at the University. The report of the Royal Com- 
mission was not in favour of a Faculty of Law, but, if the proper 
course were taken to unify the action of all the law schools, that woul? 
form the best basis of a law school and law teaching, if it were properly 
dealt with. But, worse than that, the Royal Commission indicated, 
contrary to the evidence of many who gave evidence before them, that 
the externa] degrees, though it did not contemplate destroying them 
at once, were to receive virtually only a reprieve. He would do his 
very utmost to retain the external degrees of law students, and other 
students, of the University. The Council had done ite utmost, by 
establishing a law school and by giving evidence before the Royaf 
Commission and otherwise, to preserve this precious privilege, and he 
asked the meeting to back that action, to do it practically, and to say 
that if these degrees for external students were to be abolished they 
would know the reason why, as he should try to do. 


Lanp TRANSPER. 


Mr. E. T. Garpvom (Gloucester) asked whether the President could 
give any further information as to the position of land transfer. The 
report stated that at a meeting in July, 1912, the subject was discussed 
by delegates from the Provincial law societies and the Land Transfer 
Committee in conference, and that a resolution was passed, “ whicly 
was forwarded to the Lord Chancellor, Lord Haldane, who subse- 
quently received a deputation, consisting of the President and vice- 
President, Mr. Ellett, Mr. Humfrys, Mr. Hills, and Mr. Morton. The 
interview was confidential, and it is, therefore, impossible to say more 
than that the Lord Chancellor assured the deputation that the subject 
of the transfer of land was receiving, and would receive, his most 
careful consideration, and that he would, in due course, inform the 
Council of his proposals.’”” He would be glad to know what had 


happened since. 
The PresipEnt said he would refer to the matter later on, 


Detays in GRANTING PROBATES.—CONDITIONS OF SALE. 


Mr. Garpom said that the report also stated that a letter had beer 
received from the Cheltenham Legal Association, complaining of the 
delays in the issuing of a probate, owing to requisitions by the Estate 
Duty Department, and that representations had been addressed by the 
Council to the Senior Registrar of the Probate Division and to the 
Secretary of the Estate Duty Department. He was a member of the 
Cheltenham Legal Association, and he ehould like to know if anything 
further had been done in the matter. Then the report stated that the 
attention of the Council had been called to a condition of sale in 
common use in Cornwall, under which the vendor’s solicitor reserved’ 
the right to himself to supply a conveyance to the purchaser, and to 
be paid by him for the work on an ad valorem scale, and the action 
that had been taken. The report further stated :—‘‘ The Council have 
now decided to address a communication to each solicitor practising in 
Cornwall, pointing out to him the objection felt to the practice by the 
whole profession, and requesting its abandonment, so that the necessity 
for legislation may be avoided.” He did not know whether anything 
had come of the communication in question. 

The Prestpent said, with regard to the delays in granting probate, 
that the matter was still engaging the attention of the Council, who 
were in communication with the authorities. As to the question of 





issue would prevail here as in most of the civilised countries of the 


world. He believed that moet of the taxing masters would only be too 





conditions of sale in Cornwall, the Council had done all they could by 
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addressing a communication to the solicitors. As regarded the question 
of land transfer, he had not mentioned the matter because the Council 
had gone into it in the report, and he knew that Mr. Rubinstein would 


have something to say with regard to it. He did not wish that there 
should be any idea that the Council had been at all relaxing theii 
efforts in connection with the matter. The Council had had a good 
many communications with the Lord Chancellor. They were con 
fidential, and he was not in a position to say anything more upon the 


subject to-day. He thought that important schemes were in progress, 


and, poesibly before long something more would be heard of them, 
but he was not in a position to say more at present. With regard to 
Mr. Rubinstein’s remarks as to the admission of women, he did 


not know that it was at all a laughing matter, but he presumed that 
if he had expressed the opinion that women ought to be admitted, he 
ehould not have been in consonance with the views of many people. 
He had expressed the feeling of many when he said they w Guite 
pleased with the result. There were divided views, and he was not at 
all expressing the opinion of the Council. But the came on, end 
the Council had to resist the attempt of these ladies to become members 
of the profession. If mh soy we in its wisdom, should desire to make 
a fresh law, he sup posed the Council would have to be heard one way 
ov the other upon it, and his own view was that it would be a long 
time before ladies had that privileg 

A Member asked whether what had been suggested as to the soci ty 
entertaining the provincial solicitors was lik« 7 "to be carried out? 


were 


case 


The Prestpent said he thought he must leave the matter with the 
new president. He was sorry that some provincial so iety had not 
favoured the society with an invitation. It would have been very un- 


becoming to have pressed for an invitation. 

The motion was carried. 

CrysTAL PAace. 

The Presipent read a letter from the Lord Mayor inviting coutri 
butions to the scheme for securing the Crystal Palace for the nation. 
He regretted that it was not in the power of the society to devote 
any of its funds for the purpose, but he had taken the first oppor- 
tunity of bringing the matter before the members, and the letter 
would be posted in the hall, and, if any gentlemen would like to con 
tribute to this deserving object, the society would be very glad to 
receive subscriptions and forward them to the Lord Mi vyor. 


Divorce Laws. 


Mr. F. Brinstey Harrer, C.C. (London), moved, in accordance with 
notice: ‘*(1) That it is desirable for the advantage of the State, and 
in the interests of society, that the amendments in the Law of Divorce 
recommended by both the majority and minority reports should be 
forthwith carried iuto law. (2) That having regard to the importance 
and need of such amendments in the haw, the Council prepare and get 
introduced into Parliament a Bill carrying out such recommenda 
tions.”” He said that no one was able to appreciate the action of the 
present law more than the members of the society, because they were 
the persons who came into contact with the people who suffered from 
its defects, and they knew exactly how very sad the cases were where 
they were unable to get relief. The Government had declined to take 
the matter up, but it had not said that if a private Member brought 
in a Bill it would not give facilities. If Lord Gorell had lived the 
matter would not have been allowed to stand as it was. Why should 
not the society take it up? He thought the country law societies 
would agree with his first resolution, and, as to the second, he should 
like the Council to get a Bill drafted, and to ask one of their members 
in the House to bring ‘it up, and to try and get the Government to 
carry it. It was for the society to take up the legacy left by Lord 
Gorell, and to try and complete the work he had so much at heart. 

Mr. Patrick SHaw (London) seconded the motion. 

Mr. W. P. Futtacar (Bolton) moved the previous question, on the 
ground that the matter was not one within the province of the society. 
If the Government would not take the matter up, and if no private 
Member would do so, surely it was not for the society, formed as it 
was of a number of members, and with a very strong opinion on both 
sides against and in favour of divorce, to do so. 

Mr. W. H. Wryrervoruam (London, member of 
seconded the motion. 

Mr. Brinstey Harper spoke in reply. 


the Council), 


The ‘ previous question ’’ was carried. 
THANKS TO PRESIDENT. 
Mr. RupinstTe1n moved a vote of thanks to the president 
Mr, SHAw, in, seconding the motion, congratulated the president 


upon his year of office. 
The motion was carried with acclamation, 
The PRESIDENT briefly responded. 





The Society of Public Teachers of Law. 

was held on the 4th 
and Political 
overnors. The 
John Mac- 


fifth annual general meeting of this society 
inst., in the hall of the London School of Economics 
Science, which had been lent for the purpose by the g 
chair was occupied by the president of the society (Sir 
donell, C.B.); and there was a fair attendance of members. 

The annual report having we formally adopted by a unanimous 
vote, on the motion of Mr. Pease, seconded by Professor Muri- 
son, the president delivered his address, in which he urged upon his 


T he 





hearers the importance of putting their case high, and insisting upon 


the fact that law was an attempt, however imperfect, to embody 
ethical rules, and that a study of it revealed, in a way which no 
othér study did, the continuity of national history. The president 
lamented the change of ideas which had taken place since the days 
when Locke could speak of the study of law as an essential part of 
a liberal education, and attributed it largely to a lamentable distrust 
if the value of jurisprudence in the mind of the ordinary citizen, who 


in the tedious and costly processes of 


saw jurisprudence at work only 

itigation. The only remedy was for teachers of law to bring back 
their subject to the realities of life, as Blackstone did, and to make 
the average citizen realize that the object of law was, not to foment 
quarrels, but to allay them by providing a standard to which both 


parties could appeal. 


At the close of the president’s address, the meeting proceeded to 


the election of officers for 1913-14. On the nomination of the com 
mittee, Dr. Bond (Cambridge) was unanimously elected president, Pro- 
fessor Phillips (Leeds) vice-president, Mr. Harold D. Hazeltine 
(Cambridge) treasurer, and Mr. Edward Jenks (Law Society) hon. 
secretary. A special committee was appointed to consider and report 
upon a proposal by Professor Harrison Moore (of Melbourne) 
for the publication of case-books for the use of teachers of law; after 
which the members present were entertained to tea by the governors 
of the school. 

Upon resumption, votes of thanks were passed to the honorary 
auditors and to the governors of the School of Economics and the 
Court of Saddlers’ Company for their hospitality, and the meeting 
proceeded to consider the chief subject for discussion—viz., the re 


spective provinces of academic and professional education in legal 


subjects. ‘The discussion commenced with the reading of papers by 
Professor Kenny (Cambridge) and Mr. M. L. Gwyer (lately tutor of 
the Law Society), and was contianel by various speakers. The meet- 
nye closed about 6 p.m. 

In the evening the members of the society and their guests, to the 
number of sixty, dined together in the hall of the Saddlers’ Company, 
which had been lent for the occasion by the court of the company. 
he Lord Chancellor (Lord Haldane) was the guest of the evening, 
inf the company included, amongst others, the Dean of Manchester, 


the president of the Law Society (Mr. Trower), the Prime Warden of 
the Saddlers’ Company (Mr. Humphreys), the Registrar of the Admiralty 
Court (Mr. E. S. Roscoe), the Solicitor to the Board of Customs (Mr. 
Graham Harrison), and Mr. T. H. Carson, K.C., as well as the officers 
and members of the committee. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR, in proposing the toast. of ‘‘ The Society of 
Public Teachers of Law,” of the growing complexity of law 
and the increasing multitude of authorities, which rendered the old 
ideal of omniscience impossible, and made it necessary to substitute an 
adequate grasp of principles. Thus the paths of the judges and the 
teachers of law were converging, and both had to bring to bear the 
historical method and the application of first principles. He was pro 
foundly impressed with the necessity of a great change in the training 
of lawyers, and he was aleo profoundly impressed with the reality of 
the new school which was growing up. 

The PReEsIpENT, in sahewalaia ring the toast, spoke of the immense- 
services rendered to education in the widest sense by the guest of the 
evening, 


spoke 


—_—— 


Law ‘Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the directors was held on Thursday, 
the 3rd inst., Mr. J. W. C. Frere in the chair. The other diréctors 
present were Mr. C. F. Leighton, Mr. P. E. Marshall, Mr. J. E. W. 


Rider, Mr. Mark Waters, Mr. W. M. Woodhouse, and the 
(Mr. E. E. Barron). 
A sum of £119 


members were elected, 


secretary 


relief of new 


general 


cases ; 


voted in 
other 


° 
was deserving two 


and business transacted. 


—e 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The directors held their usual monthly meeting at the Law Sociéty, 
Chancery-lane, on, the 9th inst., Mr. Richard 8. Taylor in the chair; 
ind Messrs. S. P. B.. Bucknill, T. 8. Curtis, Thomas Dixon (Chelms 
ford), W. Dowson, J. R. B. Gregory, C. G. May, and B. Tyrwhitt 
(Oxford) present. 

Grants to the 
sixteen new members 
transacted. 


200 were made to poor and deserving 
and other yveneral business 


amount of £1, 
were admitted, 


cases ; 


Law Society. 

The then president (Mr. C. L. Samson), the vice-president (Mr. W, 
Trower), and the Council of the Law Society entertained a large com 
pany to dinner at the Society's Hall on the evening of the Srd inst. 
The following guests were present :—Lord Montagu of Beaulieu, Lord 
Moulton, Lord Justice Buckley, Lord Justice Kennedy, Sir Samuel 
Evans, Mr. Justice Pickford, Mr. Justice Astbury, the Hon. H. 
Lawson, M.P., Sir Thomas Troubridge, Sir Felix Schuster, Sir Thomas 
Skinner, Sir Edward Troup, Sir Robert Hunter, his Honour Judge 
Fossett Lock, his Honour Judge Granger, Sir James T. Woodhouse, 
Sir R. Ellis Cunliffe, Sir William Plender, Mr. J. Lithiby, Mr. A. G. 
C. Liddell, Baron von Ofenheim, Mr. W. Clarke Hall, Mr. Robert 
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Younger, K.C., Mr. Ralph V. Bankes, K.C., Mr. T. R. Hughes, K.C., 
Mr. J. D. Walker, K.C., Master T. A. Romer, Mr. W. C. 
Slaughter, Mr. W. Temple Franks, Mr. L. B. Sebastian, Mr. H. E. 
Wright, Mr. H. Cassie Holden, Mr. G. E. Cruttwell, Mr. Ivan Levin- 
stein, Mr. M. Luebeck, Mr. Arthur M. Grenfell, Mr. M. S. Myers, 
Mr. C. Birch Crisp, Mr. Morton Otis, Mr. H. G. Hope, Mr. T. C. 
Worsfold, Mr. J. G. Bradbury, Mr. C. R. Coward, Mr. W. W. Paine, 
Mr. J. M. Lightwood, Mr. C. Somers Clarke, Mr. A. E. Cowley, Mr. 
M. J. Greener, ! rower, Mr. C. E. Haselfoot, Mr. H. E. 
Johnson, Mr. A. B. Langridge, Mr. R. A. Wright, Mr. W. Staveacre, 
Mr. P. H. Hepburn, Mr. J. W. S. Burmester, Mr. Frank Debenham, 
Mr. D. R. L. Lowe, Mr. H. A. Ruseell, Mr. Thomas Snow, Mr. F. F. 
Smith, Mr. E. T. Gardom, Mr. B. W. Mason, Mr. F. Brinsley Harper, 
Mr. F. W. Biddle, Mr. Michael Brett, Mr. T. H. Weguelin, Mr. J. T. 
J. Daly, Mr. Ernest Goddard, Mr. H. M. Holman, and Mr. Sinclair. 


Legal News. 
Changes of Partnership. 


Dissolution. 


Hersegr Watkin’ Ros: (nomas KimpBer, and Cuartes CyRrib 
Braprorp, solicitors (Bradford & Co.), 6, High etreet, Swindon, in the 
county of Wilts. June W. 


Tuomas CuaLtten Greenrietp, Henry Mason, and Hersert Mason, 
solicitors (Lindsay, Greenfield, & Masons), 11, [ronmonger-lane, London, 
E.C., and at Sutton, in the county of Surrey. June 30. The said 
Thomas Challen Greenfield retires trom the said firm and from prac 
tice. Such practice will be carried on in the future by the said Henry 
Mason and Herbert Mason, under the eaid style or firm of Lindsay, 
Greenfield, & Masone. . . 


FRANCIS Gorvpon KnowLes and Cuartes James Davis, solicitors 
(¢ has. Davis, Knowles, & Davis), 10, Ellisun-street, in the borough of 
Glossop. June 16, 


Ropert WiLtiAM Merriman nd Epwarp LLewettyn Gwitui, 

solicitors (Merrimane & Gwillim), Marlborough, Wilts. Sept. 50, 1912. 
[Grazetle, July 4. 

Roper Newsatp Kay and Arruur Wittiam Watker, eolicitors 

(Newbald, Kay, & Walker), Market-place, Thirsk, in the county of 
York. Jan 11. [Gazette, July 8. 


Appointments 


The Home Secretary has appointed Mr. Erntey Brackwewt, C.B., 
to be Legal Aesistant Under-Secretary of State in place of Sir Henry 
Cunynghame, K.C.B., who has retired. 


Mr. Witt1am Epwarp Harr has been elected town clerk of Sheffield. 
Mr. Hart, who was admitted in 1893, has been for the past six years 
sulicitor to the National Telephone Company. 


Mr. Watter Trower, the newly-elected President of the Law 
Society, was born in 1853, and is a member of the firm of Trower, 
Still, Parkin, & Keeling, of 5, New square, Lincoln’s Inn. The history 
of the firm goes back to the eighteenth century. When Mr. Trower 
joined it, 1t was Parkin, Woodhou e, Trower, & l reeling. In 1840 it 
was known as Metcalfe, Woodhouse, & Metcalfe; in 1820 as Metcalfe 
& Hanrott; in 1800 as Dunn & Dunn: and previous to 1800 as Wilmot, 
Lancaster, & Dunn, and ite address has been in New-square since 1784, 
when it was located at No. 3, removing in 1792 to the present address, 
where it has since remained. In 1902 Mr. Trower was elected on the 
Council of the Law Society, and shortly afterwards became chairman 
of the Finance Committee. In 1906 he was appointed a member of 
the Discipline Committee, and was Vice-President during 1912-13. 


Information Required. 
JOHN HICKMAN (cleceased). To solicitors and others. Any 


person having the custody of, or who can give any information as to,a 
‘will’’ or other documents of the late ‘ (Isaac)’’ or John Hickman, 
of No. 1, Farquhar-road, Upper Norwood, who died on the 12th of 
June, 1913, is requested to communicate with F. Stuart Clark, 85 
Gresham-street, London, E.C., Solicitor. , 


General. 


On the 4th inst., the Royal Assent was given to the Consolidated 
Fund (No, 2) Act and a number of Provisional Orders and Private Acts. 


At the Middlesex Sessions last Saturday, the court passed a resolu 
tion—a few justices dissenting—expressing the opinion that the inflic- 
tion of corporal punishment would act as a deterrent in cases of 
indecent assaults on children. 


. Mr. Edmund Lumley, of Bury-street, St. James’s, and of the Middle 
emple, barrister at-law, revising barrister for Nottingham and for- 
a A Rec — r of Grantham, joint author of “Lumley’s Public 
ealth, »f S ’ A .55 ’ i , 
aa eft estate valued at £55,173 yross, with net personalty 





At a meeting of the Corporation at the Guildhall on the 2nd inst., it 


was decided to increase the salary of Dr. F. J. Waldo, the coroner for 


the city of London and borough of Southwark, from £1,250 to £1,450, 
that to be the maximum for the work carried out in the City, apart 
from Southwark, for the salary of which the L.C.C. are alone respon- 
sible. 

A portrait of Lord Campbell, who was successively Lord Chief Justice 
and Lord Chancellor, has now been hung in the Council Chamber at 
Whitehall, where the sittings of the Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Council ave held. It was painted in 1851 by Mr. Thomas A. Woolnoth, 
and has been lent from the National Portrait’Gallery. With it is hung 
the portrait of Lord Macnaghten, painted by Mr. H. de T, Glazebrook, 
and recently presented by Lord Mersey. 

In the House of Commons, on the 9th inst., Mr. Weigall asked the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer when the capital expenditure on the 
national land valuation would cease and the cost of the valuation de- 
partment be deemed an income expenditure. The Chancellor of the 
Exchequer : Capital expenditure on the national land valuation, as now 
being undertaken, should cease in the course of the financial yea 
1915-16. It is hoped that the cost of the valuation department will 
then approximate to its permanent annual level. 

The grand jury at Staffordshire Assizes on the 3rd inst. made a 
presentment to Mr. Justice Horridge with reference to the serious 
number of offences against women and children, suggesting that flog 
ving should be administered in addition to the ordinary punishment 
His Lordship, who said he forwarded a similar presentment last yea 
to the Home Secretary, reminded the grand jury that judges had no 
power to inflict flogging. They were entirely in the hands of the 
Legislature in the matter. He agreed that cases of this sort werc @ 
disgrace to our civilisation. It shocked their common humanity to see 
so many offences against young children at the assizes. He promised 
to forward the presentment to the proper quarter. 

The Bishop of London, presiding on the 3rd inst. at the fourth day s 
proceedings of the International Congress for the Suppression of the 
White Slave Traffic, at Caxton Hall, said he wanted to bear witnees 
to the good that for twelve or thirteen years the Public Morality 
Council had done in London in arousing the conscience of the people 
They were struggling to get the people of this country to recognize that 
sixteen was much too young for the age of consent with regard to 
girls. It was still more monstrous that in our courte, if a man was 
able to say that he thought the girl was over sixteen, that apparently 
was taken as a sufficient excuse. It degraded men to be trained up 
to the idea that a girl of sixteen was ‘‘ fair game.’’ The age of con 
sent should be raised to eighteen, and he urged the Congress to support 
that view. 

At the annual meeting of the justices of the peace for the county 
of Middlesex, held at Caxton Hall, Westminster, last Saturday, Mr. 
Montagu Sharpe was re-elected chairman and Mr. Nield, M.P., deputy 
chairman of the sessions for the ensuing year. Mr. Montagu Sharpe 
said that the hope which he expressed some time ago that the new 
Guildhall at Westminster would be ready for opening in October had 
been frustrated by a strike of plasterers, which had held up the plaste: 
ing work for a month. The architect would report this week when 
the building would be ready. It was hoped that they would be in the 
new hall for the November sessions. The King was approached with 
a view to his performing the opening ceremony, but his Majesty was 
unable to accede to the request. Prince Arthur of Connaught would 
perform the,ceremony, and at the same time unveil a statue of King 
Edward VII. 

Precedent, says the Globe, is strongly against the assertion that the 
Attorney-General has a traditional right to the Lord Chief Justiceship. 
During the past hundred years the office has had eight occupants 
viz., Lord Ellenborough, Lord Tenterden, Lord Denman, Lord Camp 
bell, Sir Alexander Cockburn, Lord Coleridge, Lord Russell of Killowen, 
and Lord Alverstone. Only two—Ellenborough and Denman—were pro- 
moted direct from the position of Attorney-General. Tenterden was a 
puisne judge of the King’s Bench Division when he was appointed Lord 
Chief Justice; Campbell was Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster ; 
Cockburn and Coleridge filled the Chief Justiceship of the Common 
Pleas; Russell was a Lord of Appeal in Ordinary; and Lord Alverstone 
was Master of the Rolls. True, all these eight Chief Justices, except 
Tenterden, occupied the office of Attorney-General at some time or 
other. That, however, makes it only the more clear that the immediate 
appointment of Sir Rufus Isaacs to the Lord Chief Justiceship would 
not be in accordance with precedent. 

In the House of Commons, on the 3rd inst., Mr. Ramsay Macdonald 
asked the Prime Minister whether he would grant time to discuss the 
motion standing on the order paper in the name of the hon. member 
for Leicester with regard to certain statements of a partisan and 
political character made by Mr. Justice Darling in the course of a 
recent trial. Mr. Asquith : I do not see my way to give facilities from 
the time at the disposal of the Government for a discussion of the 
motion referred to. Mr. Ramsay Maedonald: May I ask the right 
hon. gentleman whether he is aware that an appeal has been entered 
on account of the remarks to which I have drawn attention, and there- 
fore unnecessary expense is involved on the litigant ; whether he remem- 
bers a judgment by Lord Macnaghten in the House of Lords in 
February in which he etated that a judicial tribunal has nothing to 
do with the policy of any Act it may be called on to interpret, and 
whether steps could not be taken to indicate to Mr. Justice Darling 
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that he is a judge and not a politician. Mr. Asquith: The fact that 
the matter is under appeal is an additional reason for not expressing 
an opinion on the particular case. I am well aware of the judgment of 
Lord Macnaghten to which my hon. friend has referred, and it seems 
to me to express admirably and accurately the true character of the 
judicial position. 

Mr. H. Whorlow, writing to the Times of the 7th inst., says :— 
‘‘In a recently-published work on the new Copyright Act reference is 
made to the ‘ Berlin Convention,’ and this expression was frequently 
used during the passage of the Copyright Bill through Parliament. 
From the time that the original international agreement was entered 
into, in 1887, until its last amendment at Berlin, it was known as the 
‘Berne Convention,’ and the Blue-book issued in 1909 refers to it as the 
‘Revised Convention of Berne.” The agreement as it stood before its 
amendment at Berlin was described as ‘ The Convention of Berne and 
the Additional Act of Paris.” It would appear, therefore, that the 
agreement in its latest revised form should still be called the ‘ Berne 
Convention,’ and the confusion would appear to have arisen through a 
loose interchange of the words ‘ Conference’ and ‘ Convention ’ in refer 
ences to the Berlin Conference. No better method than a letter to the 
Times occurs to me for clearing away what appears to be a common 
misconception, and preventing a permanent crystallization of this 
misnomer.”’ 








Way Pay Rent? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scottish TEMPERANCE Lire ASSURANCE Co. (LimiTep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. ’Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota oF 


EmrreExcy 
Rota, o.1, 


Bloxam Mr Chorch 
Jolly Farmer 
Greswell Synge 
Leach Jolly 


Borrer Bloxam 
Goldschmidt 


Greswell 
Mr, Justice Mr. Justice 
Neviwre. 


Evs. 
Mr Goldechmidt Mr Synge 
loxam Borrer 
Jolly, 
Bloxam 
Goldschmidt 
Farmer 


Reaisteags 1x ATTENDANCE O” 


Appzat Covert Mr, Justice 
N OYOR. 


Mr Jolly 
Greswell 
Borrer 
Synge 
Farmer 
Bloxam 

Mr, Justice 
SARGANT. 

Mr Farmer 
Synge 
Bloxam 
Goldschmidt 
Leach 
Church 


Mr, Justice 
WarrrvarTon. 


Mr Greswell 
Church 
Leach 
Borrer 
Synge 
Jolly 

Mr, Justice 
STBURY, 

Mr Leach 
Goldsch nidt 
Church 
Greswell 
Jolly 
Borrer 


Date, 


Monday July 14 Mr 
15 


Date, 


Morday July 
Tuesday ..... 
Wednesday... 16 
Thursday...... 17 
Friday 1 
Saturday 


14 
15 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
SuPPLEMENTARY List OF 
APPEALS FROM ALL DIVISIONS. 
Set down to June 25th, 1913. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1913. 


The Appeals or other Business proposed to be taken will, from time 


to time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 
FROM THE CHANCERY In re Sharp, 
DIVISION, Steward (so Michaelmas) 
Judgments Reserved The Marine Torch Co v Holmes 
™ : Marine Life Protection Assoc 
Bowden Wire ld v The Bowden 


dec Steward yv 


Appeals. 





Incorrorated 
AD. 1720. 


Governor, 
Sir Nevile Lubbock, 
K.C.MG. 


TO 
SOLICITORS. 





Apply for full particulars to— 





THE ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE 
EXECUTORS and TRUSTEES OF WILLS 


AND 


TRUSTEES of NEW or EXISTING SETTLEMENTS, 


THE SOLICITORS nominated by the Creator 
of a Trust are employed by the Corporation. 


THE SECRETARY, ROYAL EXCHANCE ASSURANCE, LONDON €E.C. 





(General List.) 


George May & Co ld v Whiteman 
Whiteman v George May & Co 
ld (c a v May 6) 

Pugh v The Riley Cycle Co & ors 
(c a v June 9) 

Layland and anr v Boldy & Son 
ld (c a v June 19) 


APPEALS. 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVI- 
SION, THE PROBATE, 
DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY 
DIVISION (PROBATE AND 
DIVORCE), AND THE 
COUNTY PALATINE AND 
STANNARIES COURTS. 
(General List.) 
1912. 

re Ann Maria 
Trevor vy Goodhall 
ally) 


In Smith dec 


(s © gener- 


Brake Co ld 

In the Matter of the Trade Marks, 
Nos, 257,412 and 260,476 in the 
name of Bowden Wire ld and In 
the matter of the Trade Marks 
Act, 1505 

J * Andrew & Co ld v Kuchu- 
rich 

In re an Application by J H 
Andrew & Co ld for registration 
of a trade mark and In re The 
Trade Marks Act, 1905 

In re Johan H Andrew 
trade marks and In 

Trade Marks Act, 1905 
re Drewell, dec Storr v 

Drewell (s 0 not before July 7) 

Teofani and Co ld v A Teofani 


& Cos 
re The 


In 


| In re a trade mark, No 312,065 and 


In re The Trade Marks Act, 
1905 

Simplex Concrete Piles ld v J & 
W Stewart 

Shropshire and Montgomeryshire 
Light Ry Co v The Cambrian 
Rys Co 





Brinsmead & Sons ld v 
Brinsmead and Wad 
(to be heard 


John 
EGS 
dington & Son Id 
in Court No, IT) 

Oram v Hutt and ors 

In re Allsop, dec 
Bamford and anr 

De Lisle v The Union 
Scotland ld and anr 

Shanly v Ward and ors 

Norton v W H Barker & Son 

Farquharson and anr v Dalkeith 
(Ceylon) tubber and ‘Tea 
Estates ld and ors 

Grose v Briggs and ors 


Bank of 


In re James Marke Wood, senr, | 
| George Leslie Estates v Russ 


dec In re James Marke Wood, 
jun, dec 
and ors 
Long and ors v Gray and ors 


In re The Pershore Baptist Chapel } 


Nickson and ors v Dolphin 

re Witty, dec Wright v 
tobinson and ors 
In re Samuel Blow, dec St. 
tholomew’s Hospital v Cambden 
and ors 

re Cattell, dec 
ors v Cattell and ors 
Companies Winding Up 


In 


In 
In 


re 


The Companies (Consolidation) | 
In re the London | 


| FROM THE CHANCERY AND 


of | 


Act, 1908 and 
and Johannesburg Trust Co Id 
the matter of the estate 
Jacob Swinton, dec Jelin 
Swinton, dec and anr v 
Lowe and anr 
Mitchell v Mosley 


In 


In the matter of the Midland Ex- | 


press Id Pearson v The Com 
pany 

In re J P Kidston, dec 
v Kidston 

In re Charles Kipping, dec 
ping v Kipping 

The New Inverted 


Co 

E Jessop v F R Turner 

M A Jessop v F R Turner 

In the matter of The 
Urban District Council Basing 
stoke Canal Act 1911 1 & 2 Geo 
V, Cape VII 

Lyons Son & Co v Gulliver 

Tyrell v Whinfield and ors 


| 


in re M M Mudge, dec and 
the Settled Land Acts 
Eastwood y Ashton 


In re 


| In re H D Marshall, dec, Marshall 


Whittaker v 


and ors v Marshall and ors 
Lucas v Hall 
n re R Pennington, dec 
nington v Pennington 


Pen 


| The British Vacuum Cleaning Co 


Woodehouse v Wood | 


Cattell and | 


Peake 


Kidston | 
| Dunbar v Harvey 
Tucker vy Hayne and anr 


| Harwood v Ho 
Tneandescent } ? formuth 


Gas Lamp Co ld v M Howlett & | 


Woking | 
| PROM 


In re Morrison Jones & Taylor 14 


Cookes v The Company 
Ia re A Williams, dec Muirhead 
Vv Gregory 
Ir re Gordon & Adams’ contract 
and In re the Vendor and Pur- 
chaser Act 1874 
re Pritchard’s 
and In re_ the 
Acts 1882 to 1890 
In re J T Gray, dec 
Gray 


Settled Estate 
Settled Land 


Tn 


Badger v 


| FROM 


| Dunbar v Harvey 


| In re William Rome, dec 
Sar- 
| In 


| The 


| Clarke A G 


ld v James Robertshaw & Sons 


ld 


| A G Spalding and Bros y A W 


Gamage ld and ors 
+ Spencer's Settlement 
Richmond v Spencer 


In re C 
Trusts 


In re Martha Bowen, dec Heald 
v Dickenson and ors 

Gee and ors v Liddell and ors 

In re the Companies (Consolida- 
tion) Act 1905, and In re the 
Premier Underwriting Assoc ld 

v Rome Wine 
re W R Blackwell 

well v Blackwell 

Corelli v Gray and ors Same y 
Same 

Bowden Brake 


Sowden Wire ld 


Black- 


Co ld Vv 


PROBATE 
DIVISIONS, 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1912. 

Nicholson v Freeland and anr 

In re Companies (Winding Up) 
Act 1908 and In the matter of 
Mines and Commerce Id 


AND DIVORCE 


Divorce, 

A (petnr) v Clarke 

_ G Kand Lindsay 

fhornhill and anr vy Weeks and ors 

THE PROBATE 

DIVORCE DIVISION. 

(Final and New Trial List.) 

; 1913. 

Richard Jones (petnr) v_ Carrie 
Kliza Jones (respt) Sydney John 
Martin (co-respt) , 


AND 


THE COUNTY 
COURT OF 


rie ae PALA- 
TINE LANCAS- 
TER. 
(General List.) 
1913. 


ve Arthur Franklyn 
Franklyn vy Franklyn 


In 


dec 











July 12, 1913. 
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FROM THE KING’S BENCH 


DIVISION, 
(In Bankruptcy. 


In re FC Bonnyman (expte A H 


Partridge the Trustee v King 


ford, Dorman & Co) No. 1.231 of 


1911 

In re Richard Abenheim & C 
(expte M Jenks the Trusté 
Sidney Abenheim) No. 328 
1912 » to July il 





FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION 
Judgements Re ed 
Final List 
Greenlands vy Wilmshurst and or 
ec av Aprii 30) 
Asiatic Petroleum Co Id v Ler 


nard’s Carrvinge Co ld ’ 
May ne) 
Rk J Lumsden v Commi ne 


Inland Revenue (Revenue Sice 
fc a v June 25) 
FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION, 
Final and New Trial List.) 
1911, 


McRae v Penman (Gee & Sheen 


Srd parties) (s o generally Nov 
8) 1912 

Gooda and anr v Drake and ar 
June 24 

The Woodfield Steamship Co id 
the Rio d Janeiro Lig ite 
Co ld (5s o generally) 

Royal London Mutual Insce Soc y 
Kingsland 

Temple v Donaldson (s 0 day to 
be fixed) 

The Kgyptian Hotels ld v Jan 
Mitchell surveyor of laxe 

Ward and ors v Hill 

(Charles Wimble, Sons & Co v J 


Rosenberg & Sons 


ihe iN ng on the pre ention of 
Neville and ant v he Mo 
mouthshire Con it 
Authority © not before Jul 
l 


The King, on the pr é ition 
William Arlidge \ Local 
(rovernment Board 2 » Fon 
Solicitor-General to fix a day) 

Hollis v Barrasford & Curd 

Dando v Deely (not before July 
22) , 

Bivth Shipbuilding and Dry 
Docks Co Id vy Adams and an 
(not before J ily 3) 

Robinson v Attwood 

Holland & Hannen & Cubitts 
ld v Decies) so till after hear 
ing of counterclain 

Blinko v Layton 

Baker Street Motor Car Taga 
ld v Marshall 

Mehta v Sutton 

Ifague Bros v If Briggs & Son ld 

W Newbold & Co Id v Seriven 
& Co 

Vacuum Oil Co ld v Ellis (Moward 
Ciarnishes Ellison clmt 

Bradford & Sons ld v Bow: 

Monckton y Pathe Freres Pathe 
phone ld 

Rolam (applt) v Allgood (respt) 

Norman v Quilter 

The National T lephone Co ld vy 
His Majesty’s Postmaster-Gene 
ral (Railway & Canal Commis 
810n) 

His Majesty’s Postmaster-Gene 
ral v The National Telephon 
Co ld tailway & Canal Com 
mission (s o to be mentioned) 

Hiam v Cambrian Ry Co 

Crosby & anr vy The London Gene 
ral Omnibus Co 
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Arlidge v Baker Street Motor Car | London Theatres of 
The Tunbridge Wells Gas | Sandard Private Finance Co cf 
) The Cambric—1912—Folio 358 
iti v Bloch & Klein Haynes and ors 
| Evans v Giverndraeth Anthracite Owners of the Steamship Ara 

bian v W H Cockerline & ( 

Owners of Steamship or Vessel 

Cambric (damage) 

The Glasgow—1912—Folio 137 
The Owners of the late Steamship 
, The Owners of t! 
Steamship Glasgow (damage) 
Glasgow—1912—H—No. 


Countess Clarendon v Heydeman 
Franklin & Co v Dawson ~ 

Holding v Bankes and anr 
London Theatres of | 


v Wrexham & Acton Col 


Same v Same (damage) 

; Ennisbrook—1912—L—N 
Crosbie V Beales 1,057—Folio 399 

The Owners of Steamship Lady 
between the County Council of 
the North Riding of Yorkshire 
and The Middlesbrough County 


Steamship Ennisbrook (damag 

Bene Fyre Ss The Blazer—1912—Folios 514 an 
51 

The Berrett Steamship Co Id 
The Goole and Hull Steam T 
ing Co ld (damage) 

The SS Marie Gartz—1912—F. 


wndon Trades Shipping Co Id v 
Mercantile Shipping 


' | Reece (trading as J Blake & Cv) 
v Kingsmill and ors 
K Judd & Co ld 
South Western Bank Id 


The Owners of Steamship Kaa 
amca v The Owners of the 5* 
Marie Gartz (damage) 

The Galileo 1912—1912 


> v Illustrated Journals Id 


Richards v Turner & anr | Hurlstone v London Electric Ry 


taken on board the Steams 
Galileo v Thomas Wilson, 8 
& Co ld (damage) 


| Allis Chalmers & Co v Fidelity 


Betts v Curtis & anr : 
De posit Co of Maryland 


Haas v The Atlas Insce Co ld 
Wolf v R H Halford & 


| Wigmore v Harris 
| Baum v Stoeck 
Lesl ce ld V Shiell 


Act 1889 and In the Folios 48 and 33 


Welshman and The Owners « f 


The Dunlop Pneumati 
Garage & Moto 
tarage & Motor Parkyn and anr v Dunbar 


The Domira—1913—Folio 30 


| Hippolyte Sohn v Kilsby 
South Metropolitan Gas of H.M.S. Melpomerie 


The Steamship Domira Co 


The Mariana—1912—Folio 325 
The Nestle and Anglo-Swiss Con 
densed Milk Co v The Brit 
India Steam Navigation Co ld 


The Owners of the Dutch Steam 


(Cooper and ors v Crawford l 
ship Dordrecht v The Owners 0! 


» v Woodbridge and Flint 

| Betts v The Yorkshire Insce Co Id 
and Debenhams Id 

Without Nautical Assessors. 
Cairnbahn—1912—F vlios 
and 218 (consolidated) 

The Uwners of Hopper Barges. 
Nos. 2 and 5 v The Owners of 


Agricultural Holdings 
Act, 1908 and In re an Arbitra 
between Henry Sidney and The ion between J Osborne and ! 


North Eastern Ry Co 





Shoerats v Shoerats 
Owners of Nunthorpe (damags 
(Interlocutory List.) 
The Okehampton—1912—Folio 98 
MacAndrew & Co v Thi 
Owners of the Steamship O! 
hampton (damage) 
Cairnbahn—1912— Folios 
and 218 (consolidated) 
The Owners of the Hopper Barg« 


Warham v Selfridge & Co ld 
Tucker v Newman and ors 
Avery (Widow) 


Hughes v Margett’s international 
Sectional Tyre Co ld and ors 


ssociated New papers ld and « 
v The Mayon &c of London 


v Laurence and ors 
Groedel Bros Steamship Co Cairnbahn and The Owners 0! 
Liddle & Co ld v Cowen 
Stuart v Meyer & Co 

lroesan Estates !d 
Denyer v Sauter 


(damage) (s o. until No. 1 Fina 
(without assessors) disposed of 


The Tartan—1913—Folio 167 


Biddell v Jackson 


Eberhart v Collins 
Lonnon v Coppee 
Thompson v H & W Nel 


Dver v Steinland 


Book Co ld and Cassel & Co | 


Jenkins v Cohe : 
nkin ohen Owners of Steam 








KING’S BEN( 


Spencers ld v Meyrick 
James Melson & Bene ia (Interlocutory List.) 
Rodocanachi v C J Hambro & Sun 
Clark v Forster 





} The Charits—1912—Folio 51 





Bri; 
a 
Bir 
0 
N 
Scot 
Stu 


w 
For! 


J 


Burt 
Dett 


Tom 
Jone 

Br 
Burn 


Edw: 
hai 
Id 

Smit] 

Low 

Gill . 
anr 

Silk - 
tric 

Wilm 
Ste: 

Roger 

Hewit 

McCa 

Snelli 
The 7 

Wh 
Dyhon 
Brady 
Frank 

Pap 


HIt 
Super 


Bef 


In re . 


A 

In re 
Weath 
(s 0) 
In re | 
Thornt 
In re | 
St.dolp! 


Causes 
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Forster v Aldridge 
In re H Forster (expte J Jackson 


Clark, in Bankruptcy) (s o till | 


after action before Parker, J) 
12. 


The King v Justices of 
County of London and ors 
(expte Stanley) (s o generally) 

The King v 
County of London and ors 
(expte the London County 
Council) (s o generally) 

1 


Bright v Vidal (s o with liberty to 


apply) 


Birmingham and Midland Motor | 


Omnibus Co Id v London and 
North Western Ry Co 

Scott v Burton 

Sturgess v The Countess of War- 
wick 

Forbes v Samuel (s o until further 
order May 28) 

Waverley Book Co ld v J Nelson 
& Son (by original Action) and 
J Nelson & Son v Waverley 
Book Co ld and Cassell & Co ld 


Waverley Book Co ld v J Nelson | 


& Son (by original Action) and 
J Nelson & Son v Waverley 
Book Co Id and Cassell & Co ld 

Burnett v Samuel 

Dettmar v L E Thorman & Co and 
anr 

Williams v The Weston-super- 
Mare U DC 

Fresco v Anglo-Eastern Trading 
Co 

In RE THE WORKMEN’s COMPEN- 
SATION Acts, 1897 anp 1906. 

(From County Courts.) 


Tomlinson v Garratts Id 
Jones v_ Penwyllt Dinas* Silica 
Brick Co ld 


Burnell v Owners of Ship Parana 
i 


13. 

Edwards (Widow) v The Wing- ! 
ham Agricultural Implement Co 
Id 

Smith v Foster 

Low v Port of London Authority 

Gill v N Fortescue & Sons Id and 


anr 
Silk v Isle of Thanet Rural Dis- 


trict. Council 
Wilmerson vy Lynn and Hamburg 
Steamship Co ld 
Rogers v B Whitehouse & Sons 
Hewitt v Stanley Bros 


McCabe v Henry North & Sons Id | 


Snelling v Norton Hill Colliery Co 
The Tyne Tees Shipping Co ld v 
Whitlock 


Dyhouse v Great Western Ry Co | 


Brady v Canadian Pacific Ry Co 
Frank Webber v 
Paper Co ld 


the | 


Justices of the | . ; 
Buls v Owners of Ship Teutonic 


| Marshall v Sheppard 
| Ogden v 
Featherstone and Hemsworth 


Wansbrough | 


| Casey v Humphries 


Brown v George Kent ld 

Wray v Taylor Bros & Co ld 

Clarkson v Charente Steam Ship 
Co ld and ors 

Calico Printers Assoc ld v Booth 

Same v Same 

Lewis v Stanbridge 

Smith v Cope 


The South Kirkby, 
Colliery 1d 

Cheverton v Oceanic Steam Navi- 
gation Co ld 

Stroewer v Aerogen Gas Co 

Binns v Kearley & Tonge ld 

Walton v ‘lredegar Iron and Coal 
Co 1 

Howarth v A Knowles & Sons Id 

Morris v Turford & Southward 

Broforst v The Owners of the 
Steamship Blomfield 

Brown v Kemp 

Howards v Wharton 

Birks vy The Stafford Coal and 
Iron Co ld 

Richardson v Denton Colliery Co 
ld 


Guisti and anr v Port of London 
Authority 


| Frank Smith v Frederick W Hor- 


lock 
Beddard v Stanton Ironworks Co 
ld 


Pears and ors v Gibbons and ors 

Sanderson v Parkinson & Sons ld 

Davies v Crown Perfumery Co 

Brewer v Smith 

Olson (pauper) v Owners of Ship 
Dorset 


| Green v Cammell, Laird & Co ld 


Ferriter v Port of London 
Authority 
New Moncton 

Toone 
McNally v Furness, Withy & Co 
Dight v Owners of Ship Craster 

Hall 
Ralph v Mitchell 
James v Mordey, Carner & Co ld 
Small Bros & Co v Fowler 
— v Hollings & Guest (1908) 

¢ 
Trump v Martin 
Ciarke, Nicholls & Coombs ld v 

Knox 
Woods v T Wilson & Sons & Co ld 
Dougal v Westbrook 
bradley and ors v Wallace’s ld 

(Thompson, McKay & Co ld 3rd 

parties) 
Blant v The Outwood Collieries Id 
Smith v Hardman & Holden ld 
Smart v Newburys ld 
Black and anr v ‘The New Zealand 
Shipping Co ld 


Cojlieries Id v 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION, 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1913. 

SuprLeMeNnTARY List or CHANCERY Causes ror TRIAL on HEARING. 
Set down to June 25th, 1913. 


Before Mr. Justice Joyce. 
Retained Petition. 
In re Archibald Arrol & Sons Id 


Adjourned Summonses. 
In re Bennett, dec 
Weatherill v Gutteridge pt hd 


(s 0) 
In re Gidley, dec 
Thornton v Bathurst 
In re Watson, dec 
St.dolph v Watson 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 





Jackson v Cording (s 0 generally) 
In re Fellows, dec ‘ 
D’Arcy v_ Corker 
Michaelmas) 
In re Burton, dec 
Burton v Burton pt hd (s o 
until liberty to restore. 
In re Wilkinson’s Settlement) 
Kay v Kay (not before July 1) 
Central Sumatra Rubber Estates 
Id v Central Industrial Trust ld 
John Vipond & Co ld v The Blae- 
navon Co ld 
Elven v Lawson 


(not before 


(s 0) 








Gas Economising and Improved 
Light Syndicate v Blanchard 
Lamp Patents Co 

Aisenstein v Maikop Apsheron Oil 
Co (not before July 10) 

Hacker v Gilson (s 0) 

Ashton v Mitchell 

Hates v Gibbons 

Morris v Evans 
1) 

Smith v Smith 
1) 

Horton’s Estate ld v Crockford, 
Grove & Sons ld (not before 
July 1) 

Bebb v Law Soc 

Leon v Slomnicki 

In re Ridout, dec 

Ridout v Ridout 

Litholite v Travis 

In re the Copyright in a Design 
granted to Cook and _Bern- 
heimer Co (No. 447,698 of 1905) 
and In re the Patent and De- 
signs Acts, 1883 to 1907 motion 
tose v Chesham U D C (not 
before July 1) 

Bury v Guest 

Maunder v Gale 

Clarke v Baku Standard Agency 
ld 

King v Brown, Durant & Co 

Bastica Syndicate v Lovell 

Marconi v Helsby Wireless Tele- 
graph Co (not before July 15) 

F Hewthorn & Co ld Howe 

In re Rothwell, dec 

Birch v Rothwell 

Exchange Telegraph Co v Green- 
wood’s Exchange 

Wood v Mayor, etc, of Conway 

Robbins v Olivey 

Chambers v Derham 

Theeman v Borrough’s Adding 
Machine ld 

Burt v Bird 

Garrick v Garrick 

Thompson v Cockill 

Blois v Clarke 

Ashby St Ledgers v Talbot 

Gordon v Power 

Inglis v Collis 

Shattock v Kershaw 

Higgins v Sagar 

In re Hiller, dec 

Hiller v Hiller 

Thomas v Hughes 

In re J H Matthews, dec 

Satchwell v Matthews 

Jenkins & Co v Thomas and John 
Brocklebank ld 

Libraco ld v Shaw-Walker ld 

Martin v Whitton 

Palmer v Gilbert 

In re L T Green’s Settlement 

Reversion Purchase Co ld v Carr 

In re Evison, dec 

Fawssett v Evison 

Heron v Varney 

In re W Featherstone, dec 

Morris v Featherstone 

Appenrodt v The London County 
Council 

Whitworth v Hallat 

Lloyd v Shadwell 

Ray Mead Hotel ld v Montagu 

Fernee v Gorlitz 


(s o to July 1) 
(not -before July 


(not before July 


(8 0) 


Before Mr Justice WARRINGTON. 
Retained Matters. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Napier v Rudge-Whitworth ld 

pt hd (s o generally) 

In the Matter of Letters Patent 
granted to Valdemar Poulsen, 
No. 8,961 of 1899, and In the 
Matter of the Patents and De- 
signs Act, 1907 








In the Matter of Letters Patent, 
No. 26,671 of 1906, granted to 
George Albert Smith, and In 
the Matter of the Patents and 
Designs Act, 1907 (s o not 
before July 4) 


(From Mr Justice SwINFEN 
Eapy’s List.) 
In re W G Probyn, dec 
Probyn v Drayton (s o generally) 
Grosslicht v Patent Protection 
Assoc ld (not before July 1) 


Actions for Trial (by order). 
(With Witnesses.) 

Bradley v Pope and anr 

In re John Lewis, dec 

Mitchell v Hunt (without plead- 
ings) (for July 1) 

Roberts v Weeks and Cooper Id 

The Ramsgate and St Lawrence 
Coffee Tavern Co ld and ors v 
Mawby and anr 

Petitions. 

Hampton v Holman (s o liberty to 
apply to restore) 

Barnes v Stewart (s o generally) 

In re Henry Gibbs’ Trustee 
(restored) 

Causes for Trial Without Wit- 

nesses and Adjourned Summonses, 

In re P Collings, a Solr and In re 
Taxation of Costs (s 0) 

In re Nicholas Kendall, an infant 
adjd sumns (s 0) 

In re Letters Patent, No. 18,898 
of 1904 and In re Patents and 
Design Act, 1907 (s o leave to 
amend) 

In re Ernest Edward Street, dec 

Vevers v Holman (s 0 liberty to 
amend) 

In re Wollett, dec 
Woollett (s o until 
order) 

In re Henry Smith, dec 

Tingle v Smith (s o generally) 

In re Isaac Robinson 

Robinson v_ Robinson 
generally) 

In re McCausland and King’s 
Contract and In re The Vendor 
and Purchaser Act, 1874 (8 o 
July 1) 

In re William Mayell, dec 

Foley v Ward 

Smith v Australian Mining Gold 
Recovery ld (s o generally) 

In re Ann French, dec 

Digby v The Glamorgan and Mon- 
mouthshire Mission to the Deaf 
and Dumb 

In re West, dec 

Westhead v Aspland 

In re James Yates, dec 

Morris v Yates 

National Air Gas Co v Glasscoe 
adjd sumns 

In re © GJ Ponsonby, dec and In 
re L F C Ponsonby, dec 

Royds v Ponsonby 

In re G T M Messiter-Terry, dec 

Parry v_ Attorney-Gen 

In re Bent, dec 

Harrison v Sparks 

The Stamford, Spalding and Bos- 
ton Banking Co ld v Keeble 

In re C Shurey, dec 

Shurey v Shurey 

In re Samuel’s Settled Estates 

In re Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 
1890 

In re Samuel’s Settlement 

Samuel v Micholls 

In re Archer Hind, dec 

Dunn v Archer Hind 

In re E O’Connor Terry, dec 

Strachan v Terry 

Saunders v Saunders 


pt hd 


Bate v 
further 


(s oO 





McHardy v 
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In re McHardy, dee 

McHardy 

In re Stiff, dec 

Stiff v Stiff 

In re Dora Lomas, dec 

Worthington v Lomas 

In re Gurden, dec 

Gurden v Gurden 

In re J P Thimann, dec. 

Thimann v Thimann 

In re Thomas Hoadley Hebden, 
dec 

Spence v Gaskaith 

In re G E Monckton’s Settlement 

Monckton Vv Monckton 

Ir re Trust Deed, dated 
1887 

Ii re Trustee Act, 1893 

Agg-Gardner v Lord Harris 

In re W Bickley, dec 

Linscott v Linscott 

In re The Estate of F Embury, 
dec 

Page v Bow ver 

In re Ann Haley, dec 


July 7, 


Watson v Watson 

In re Edith de C Wright dec 
Findlay v Wright 

In re William Eady'’s Trusts 
Clay v Borlase 

In re Holden's Settlement Fliot 
V Holden 

In re Hester Whitfield dec 
Whitfield vo§ Whitfield 

In re Charles West dec Moody 
v Elphick 

Ii re John Martin dec Martin v 
Martin 

The Woolwich Equitable Building 
Soc and anr v Escare and ors 

Union of London and Smith’s 
tank v Slowman and ors 

In re Abraham Phillips, dec 
Wood v Lawrence 

In re Howard Thorpe Fellows, 


dec Lane v_ Felton 
Before Mr, Justice NEVILLE. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Anglo-Westphalian Kent Coal- 
fields ld v Sidders 


Kent Coal Concessions ld v 
Sidders (fixed for July 9) 

Hastie v East Grinstead U D C 
(July 2) 

Sobey v Sainsbury (July 23) 

Further Consideration 

In re T James dec Styles v 
James 

In re Jane Lewis, dec Price v 
tees 

In re John Wakefield, dec Read 


v Williams 

In re S Bakewell (spinster), dec 
Gibbons v Smith 

Causes for Trial without 

nesses and Adjourned 
Summonses. 

In re Margaret Ogilvie’s 
In re Settled Land Acts, 
to 1890 (s o generally) 

In re G Wood, dec 
Wood 

In re Barry’s Settlement Smart 
v Yeo 

In re Wright, 
Draper (s 0) 

In re H F G@ Coleman’s Trusts 


Wit 


Estate 
1882 
Wood v 


Wright v 


dec 


Toller v Pochin pt hd (s 0) 

In re Gough Gough v Gough 
(s 0) 

Etheridge v Heath 

Morris v Silverton 

In re J G Lewis, dec Public 
Trustee v Tucker 


Spencer v Buxton Lime Firms Co 


In re John Shaw, dec Shaw y 


Knight 


Harden vy Bullett 

In re Marsden’s Will Trusts Searl 
v Smith 

Millar v Searl 

In re W Charlton’s Trust’ In re 
B F Charlton’s Trusts Charlton 
v Cartwright 

In re Oulton’s Settlement Crosse 
v Oulton 


In re Bertrand Heald, dec 
Skeate v Willis 
In re Thomas Williams, dec Wil 


liams v Richards 

In re Lindsay Lindsay v Ayrton 

In re Bourne & Jones’ Contract 
and In re the Vendor and Pur 
chaser Act 


In re J Ambrose’s Estate Live- 
ing v Ambrose 

In re L I. Sitwell, dec Worsley 
v Sitwell 

In re J M Allen Trevor v 
Daniell 

In re W Mann, dec Head vy 
Stuart 


Tn re Zarifi. dec Zarifi v Tonides 

Stratton v Simmonds 

In re B W Crawhall’s 
Grant Smith v Newall 

In re (© A Becket, dec 
v Paine 

In re Barron 

In re Dearmer, 
Dearmer 

In re F J Moore, 
Moore v Bigg 

Hilton v Tuley 

Tn re Henderson 

In re Jephson 
Jephson 

Seeley v Irving 

In re Thomas Watson, dec 
v Watson 


Estate 


Hall v 


dec Davson v 


dec Streatfeild 


Froom v Froom 
Moore George v 


Burt 


In re Hawkins, dec Hawkins v 
Arnent 
In re the Commanies (Consolida 


tion) Act 1908 and In re the 
Cameron's Colonial Products id 


In re J Jacohs’ Trusts and In re 
the Judicial Trustee Act 1896 
In re W Tattersall, dec Lund v 


Jamieson 
In re G@ Wilkinson, dec 
v Ribchester 


Green 


Before Mr. Justice Eve. 
(Cause 
Howard Asphalt Troughing Co Id 
v The Co-operative Wholesale 
Soc ld 
Motion (with 
Met tifle 
(July 15) 


Witnesses) 


Further Considerations, 

In re Blackmore’s Settlement 
Follett-Croom v Candy (not 
before July 8) 

In re R Champion, dec Champion 
v Champion (s o generally) 


Causes for Trial without Wit 
nesses and Adjourned 
Summonses, 
In re J G Goddard, dec Goddard 
v Goddard (s 0) 

Weiss v Mayor &c of Birmingham 
(s o generally) 

In re W D Badger, dec Badger 
v Badger (s o generally) 

Joslin v Coombs 


In re Coombs 
(restored) (s o generally) 

In re Mitchell’s Estate Spofforth 
v Mitchell (s o) 

Ta re A B Wootton, dec Wootton 
v Hullard (s o generally) 

In re Corsellis, dec Berney v 
Corsellis (s 0) 

In re W—, an _ infant (in 





In re F Stocken, dec Jones v 
Hawkins Bruce v Garrett 


camera) (s 0 not before July 21) 





Purnell | 


Barron | 


| In re Brown Cuthbertson’ v 
Brown 
In re Whitwell’s Settlement 


for Trial (with Witnesses). | 





tange Co ld v Billing | 


Ray v La Compagnie de Mayville 
Ir. re Ralph Dodds, dec Dodds- 
Parker v Philipson 


In re W Newbould, dec Ander- 
ton v Newbould 

In re Duke of Manchester's 
Settled Estates Buccleuch v 


Manchester 
In re J A Shipley, dec Middleton 
v Mayor &c of Gateshead (not 
before July 1) 
In re J A Rix, dee Rix v Rix 
In re Thomas .Jnhnson’s Estates 
and In re The Settled Land 
In re C A Evans, dec Mayne v 


Waller 


— 
4 


In re Mark Pierson, dec Pierson 
v Pierson 
In re Sarah Farmer, dec Hall v 


surkinshaw 

In re Fowler’s Marriage Settle 
ment Hutchinson v Fowler 

In re F H Thompson, dec Arm- 
strong v Parson 

In re Weston, Clevedon & Portis- 
head Light Ry and In re the 
ty Cos Act, 1867 

In re T W Groom, dec 
Osborne 


Groom Vv 


Whitwell v Walker 
Yeates v Fisher 
Scott v Scott 
Hilhouse v Shenhouse 
Scott v Seott 
Doyle v Brightlinsea U D C 
Watkins v Newton 


In re Alfred Cross, dec Cross v 
Cross 

Ir re Lord Newton’s Settled 
Estates and In re Settled Land 
Acts 


In re Walford’s Settlement Wal- 

ford v Walford 
re Wellstead, 

Wellstead 

In re P A Raland, dec 


Raland 


In dec Rose v 


Bonner v 





In re S A Ramsey, dec Chambers 
v Newburn 

In re Ashburnham, dec Mar- 
tineau v Ashburnham 

In re Ht Hall, dec Rides v Tall 

In re J R Troup, dec Tweedie v 
Prescott 


In re C@ B’/Smith’s will Griffith v 





Daniell 
Ian re F C Griffith Phibbs, dec 
Phibbs v Daniell 
Ray v Flower-Ellis 
In re E W Rotch, dec 
Rotch 
In re G A Wedgwood, 
Randell v Poole 
In re J J Grinlinton, dec Public 
Trustee v Grinlinton 
Tn re W Barnes, dec 


Dayman v 


dec 


Dudeney v 


Dove 

in re Clifford, dec Clifford v de 
Pinna 

In re De Noailles, dec Tufnell 


v Shepheard 

G Meadows, 
Meadows 

In re Wallace, 
Bone 

Clark v Dunn 

Douding v Whish 

In re Maria Knight's Estates and 
In re the Settled Land Act, 
1882 


dec Meadows v 


dec Wilkes v 


In re” Lemale, dec Boniface v 
Boy Scouts’ Assoc 

Bowden v Bowden 

In re C St John, dec St John ¥ 
Roberts 

In re W B Ochs’ Settlement Ochs 


In re R W Osment, dec Wetjen 
v Osment 

Ia tre J R Ward, dec Colman y 
Rayner ‘ 

Dauncey v Probert 

In re Edward Norman, 
Norman v Norman (s 0) 

In re H C Jobson, dec Jobson y 
Jobson 

In re Watts’ Settlement Jones y 
Fenning 

In_ re Claremont Claremont y 
Bastard 

In_ re Arthur Cummings, dec 
Cummings v Cummings 

In re J M Laycock, dec Laycock 
v Laycock 

In re C 
Jeffery 

In re G Harper, dec Amos y 
Miles 

In re Murphy, dec Hatten v Cox 

In re Cox 7-~ Cox v Hatten 

[1 re J W Wilson, dec Russel] ¥ 
Wilson 

In re Crawshay Crawshay v 
Crawshay 

In re S W Kelly, dec and In re 
Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1830 
Griffiths v Kelly 

Pink v J A Sharwood & Co ld 

In re Butler, dec Butler v Butler 

In re A Arnold, dec Arnold y 
Arnold 

In re Brown Brown v Dickard 


dec 


Lock, dec Blake y 


Before Mr. Justice SArGanr. 
Retained by Order. 
Actions (with Witnesses). 
From Mr, Justice SwinrEN 
Eapy’s List. 

Natural Color Kinematograph Co 
Id v Speer and Rodgers (s o 

generally) 

Booth v Williamson (s o generally) 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Columbia Government v Colum 
bian Emerald Co ld (s 0) 

Pengelly Manuell v Higgs 


Mendelssohn v Traies & Son (s 0 
pending settlement) 
In re M S Cooper, dec Reeder v 


Curtis and ors (s 0 until further 


order) 

In re Kenrick & Jefferson's 
Patent No, 6,629 of 1903. (so 
for amendment, of specification) 

Mills v Grundherr (s © liberty to 
apply to restore) 

Brown v_ Brown 
October 18) 

Mercedes Daimler Motor Co ld v 
John Marston 1d (s 6 not before 
trial of another action by same 
pltff) *(s o generally) 

Barnes v Goldfinch (stayed 
security) 

Neame v The Siberian Syndicate 
ld (s 0 Michaelmas) 

Naunton and ors v Whitehouse 
(s 0) 

Goodhind v Bexon 
further order) 

Mansell v The Tirdonkin Collieries 
ld (s o further order) 

W A Sanders v Geo S Ferdinando 
Geo S Ferdinando v W A 


(not before 


for 


(s o until 


Sanders (consolidated) (s 0 
generally) 

Gabb v Richards and ors (s 0 
generally) 


Hughes v Evans (s o generally) 

Hydroil Id v Joseph Crosfield & 
Sons ld _ (s o Michaelmas) 

Carter v du Cros (s o generally) 

Holmes v Ferdinando Sclrulze ¥ 
Ferdinando (s o July 10) 

In re G T Congrieve, dec Moxon 
and ors v Dransfield (s © 
generally) 





v Ochs 
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Birchal v Crisp & Co and ors | The Braxton Syndicate ld v Ware 

(s o July 7) | The Tin & Trading Co of Nigeria 
Tattersall v Ravenscroft (s o Id v Jackson 

generally) | Menchen v Elite Sales Agency Id 
Omnium Insce Corpn Id v The | Lawson v Lawson 

United London and Scottish | In re Elizabeth Burrage, 

Insce Co ld and anr Bake v Burrage 
The West Bromwich Corpn v | Leaning v Pearl Life Assce Co 

Beyley (not before July 10) Pear] Life Assce Co v Densham 
Lafitte v William Whiteley ld (to & ors 

be heard by Warrington, J) Ickringill v Holmes 
The Commissioners of Works v mas) 

King (s o for day to be fixed) | De Bathe v Jenkins 
Warner and ors v Reeves and anr | Hue v Foster 
Omnium Electric Palaces ld v | Adams v King 

Baines & Heussler Evershed & Vignoles ld v Paul 
Hall v Gorton Morrell v Studd & Millington 
Bedford v Leeds Corpn ( for July | Williams v Williams 

7, subject to anything pt hd Same v Same 
Wright and ors v Wright and anr | Iprage v Drage 

(not before July 22) Omnium Electric 
Lepard v Leighton Baines 
Brodrick v Shepherd-Cross Metropole Hotel Co (Minehead) Id 

before July 14) v Wilson 
In re Rosalie Broadbridge, dec | In re Gledhill, dec Gledhill v 

Broadbridge v Owles | Beaumont 
In re Oddie, dec Oddie v Oddie | Maycock v Bell 

(not before June 30) Parker v Young 
Andrews & ors v Hiller & anr | Milbourne v Lyons 

(not before July 1) Pearson v Richard Wade Sons & 
Burleigh v Kershaw Co Id 

July 7) Taylor v Willey 
Hodgson v_ Borrett 

nesses) 

Munday v South Metropolitan 

Electric Light & Power Co 
Same v New Gutta Percha Co ld 

Harris v Lurin 
‘n re Philip Keen, dec 

Mirams 
Jemmens v Everett, Edgcumbe & 

Co ld 
David Lloyd Pigott & Co v F J 

Coles & Co 
Latham v Negus 
In re J Scutt, dec In re Josias 

Croad, dec In re E Kellaway, 

dec Scutt v Ensor 
Goodwin. Ferreira & Co ld v Leite 
Moon v Pople 
Fowler v Carter 
In re Ruth Drake, dec Coulston 

v Stimson 
Jones v Davies 
Walshe v Moylett’s Stores 1d 
The Natural Colour Kinemato- 

graph Co ld v Somerald & Co 
Dove v Weber 
Blumson v Coldham & Birkett 
Robins v Robins 


dec 


(s o Michael- 


Palaces ld v 


(not | 


(not before 


nan (with wit 
Before Mr. Justice AsTBuRY 

Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Morse v The Garnant Anthracite | 
Collieries Id (not before 
Michaeimas) 

Garnant Anthracite Collieries 1d 
v Morse (not before Michael 
mas) 

Gordon v 
July 1) 

Roan v Roan (not before. Michael- 
mas) 

James Keith & Blackman Co }d v 
The Tilley High Pressure Gas 
Syndicate ld 

In re Hopkins, dec Streeter v 
Dyer 

The Sealomatics (Parent) Syndi- 
cate ld v Pakeman 

Ftheridge v Heath 

Austin v Union Bank of Scotland 
(with witnesses) (June 30) 

Allen v Allen 

Petzold v Phillips 

In re J O Bowling, dec Bowling 
v Bowling 

Hewett v Peach 


Keen v 


Wells (not before 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


July 15 —Meesra, Farepnornrer, Evrrs & Oo., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Resi- 
dences (eee advertisement, back page. June 25). 
July 15.—Messrs. Taurcoop & Martrw, at Guildford, at 2: Country House and 
Land (see advertisement, psge iii, Jane 28). 
July 15.—Messrs. Weatuer'tt & Green, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground Rent 
(see advertisement, page isi, July 5). 
July 15.—Messrs. Hampton & Sons, at the Mart: Freehold Estate (see advertise - 
ment, page iii July 5). 
July 17.—Messre. H. B. Foster & Crawrrerp, at the Mart, at 2: Reversions and 
Annuity, &c. (see advertisoment, back page, this week). 
_Jaly 21.—Mr. Wx. Hovesrron, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Building Site (eee adver- 
tisement, page iii, June 21). 
July 22.—Messrs. Desewaam, Tewsowx & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Property 
(see advertisement, page iii, June 28). 
July 22.—Mesers. Hamrrow & Sons, ait the Mart: Country Residence (see advertise 
ment, back page, this week). 
July 23, 29, 30, 31.—Mesers. Humpert & Futnt, at the Mart: Freehold Estates 
ani proparties (see advertisement, front page, May 31). 
July 23.—Messrs. Tavurcoop & Martin, at the Mart, at 2; Freeho'd Town Honse 
— Ground Rents (see advertisement, page 654 July 5, and back page this 


July 29.—Messrs. Rernouds & Easow, at the Mart, at 1; Improved Rental (see 
advertisement, back page, this week), . P ‘ 





Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarrep rm Omanorey. 


London Gazette—FRIDAY, July 4. 


CHARLES J FORWARD AND SON, Ltp.—Petn for winding-up, presented July 1, directed 
tg be heard July 15. Miller & Co, Stephe .’s chmbrs, Telegraph st, solors for the 
petnrs, Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than six o'clock 
in the afternoon of July 14. 

CONTRACTORS, Ltp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on or 
before July 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to H. T. McConville, 65, London Wall, liquidator, 

DONCASTER ELECTRICAL Co, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before July 21, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Albert 
E. Stringer, Manor row chmbrs, Bradford, liquidator. 

HUMBER SLATE WORKS Co, Ltp.—Cieditors are required, on or-before August 5, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Edmund Francis Norman, 19-21, Queen Victoria st, Rollit & Co., Hull, solors for the 
liquidator. 

J. A. CONNELLY & Co, Lrp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on 
or before August \15, to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of their 
debts or clsims, to James Henry; Boulter, The Promenade, Cheltenham, liquidator, 

PHOENIX VETERINARY SUPPLIES, LTD. (IN LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on 
or before July 31, tosend their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to John William Hinks, 115 and 117, Colmore row, Birmingham, 
liquidator. 

TKINIDAD OIL AND FueL Co, Ltp.—Petn for winding-up, presented July 1, directed to 
be heard July 15. Dale, 6, South sq, Gray's Ion, solor for the petnr. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon of 
July 14. 

W. H. RicHMoND, Lrp,—Petn for winling-up, presented June 24, directed to be 
heard at tie County Court House, Vict ria st, Blackburn, July 28 at 10. Duck- 
worth, 23, Richmond ter, Blackburn, solor for the petnr. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon of July 27. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Gazette—TUESDAY, July 8. 


F. B K. SynpicatTr, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 16, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred Green, 52, 
New Broad st, liquidator. 

PREMIER UNDERWRITING ASSOCIATION, LTD.—-Creditors are required, on or before July 
29, to send their names and addresses, and particulais of their debts or claims, to F. 
G. van de Linde, 4, Fenchurch av, liquidator. 

SMITH, LAURIE, LTD.—Creditors are require, on or before July 29, to send their names 
and addres-es, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred James Mair, 3, Manor 
pl, Sunderland. £llis, solor fur the liquidator. 

STAFFORDS (MANCHESTER), LTD. VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, 
on or before Sept 1, to send their names and addresses,{and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Ellis Green, Cromwell bldgs, Blackfriars st, Manchester, liquidator 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette—FRIDAY, July 8. 

LONDON AND EASTERN CoTTON, LTD, 
GILDENBURGH BRICK Co, LTo, 

Tom KERSHAW & SoNs, Lrp. 
INTERNATIONAL COMMKRCIAL SOCIETY, LTD. 
CONTRACTORS, LTD. 

RUBBER TANNED LEATHER Co, LTD, 
NORFOLK SQUARE HoTeL, LTp. 
OVEX FUEL Co, LTD. 
Sr. LEONARDS ARCHERY GARDENS Co, LTD, 
JULIAN K NNEDY, SAHLIN & Co, LTD. 
COLON GOLD MINE, LTD. 
INAMBARI ~YNDICATE, LTD, 

HELLESPONT, LTD. 

W. A. BARRAUD, LTD. 

OLLEN MIL‘. Co, LTD. 
JOHN FEILMANN & Co, LTD. 
SHUTTLEWORTH BLEACHING Co, LTp. 
ATHERTON NEW CLUB HOUSE CO, LTD. 
TWIN LAKES PLACERS, L1D. 
MANCHU SYNDICATE, LTD. 


London Gazette—TUESDAz, July 8. 


BRIGHTON MANUFACTURING Co, LTD. 
ENGLISH ILLUSTRATED MAGAZINE, LTD, 
THETFORD Motor Co, LTD. 

UNITED STONE FIRMS, LTD. 

PHILIP ELLIOTT, LTD, 

L. G. HALK & Co, LTD. 

HOLMES, SIMMONDS & Co, LTD. 

STA¥FORDS (MANCHESTER) LTD, 

G. C. MILNES, Voss & Co, LTD. 

MURA SYNDICATE, LTD. 

SOMERSET, DcRSET AND DEVON DaAtry Co, LTD. 
ANGLO-NORWEGIAN ALUMINIUM Co, LTD. 
HORNILLO Co, LTD. 

RIVERSIDE Trust Co, LTD, (Amalgamation). 
RIVERSIDE ORANGE Co, LTD. (Amalgamativn). 
BRITISH FEATHER Co, LTD. 

ALFRED DUNHILL, LTD, 

JOHN TATTERSFIELD AND SONS, LTD. 

WHITE STAR TAXIS, LTD. 

B. K. SYNDICATE, LTD, 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Tuxspay, July 1. 
Fixuinerr, Feavrwanp Leorotp, Doctor Johnson’s bidgs, Temple, Barrister-at-Law 
Aug.6 Robson v Wolseley, Warrington, J. Goddard, Clement’s inn, Strand. 
London Gazette.—Fatway, July 4. 


Jacons, Fraycers, Soutkend-on-Sea July 14 Jacobs v Jacobs, Joyce and Eve, JJ. 
Ayers, 61, Carey st, Lincoln’s-inn. 
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Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, June 27. 


BAMBER, JOHN HARGRAVES, Trent Vale,'Stoke upon Trent, Auctioneer July 25  Mar- 
shall & Co, Stoke upon Trent 

Bass, JOHN, Walthamstow July 31 Romain, Bishopsgate 

BoppY, GRANVILLE SHARP, Folkestone Aug 11 Sewell & Co, Bucklersbury 

— = FRANCES, St Georges sq, Pimlico July 30 Gerald & Marshall, New sq, 
Jncolnu 8 inn 

EVANS, ANNE, Turner Bullingham, Reading Augll Wansey & Co, Moorgate 3% 

CARR, Rose ELLEN, Hornsea, Yorks July 31 Maw & Redman, Hull 

Cast, JOHN STAFFORD, Paris, France Aug1 Johnson & Co, Walbrook 

Cox, WALTER GEORGE, South Norwood hill, Surrey, Merchant July 24 Kerly & Co, 
Austin friars . 

CRICK, EMILY FRANCES, Eastbourne July 25 Langham & Swift, Fastbourne 

CRov8s, ROBERT, Bakewell, Derby July 3 Goodwin &C ckerton, Bakewell 

DOYLE, ELIZABETH, Liverpool July 23 Smith & Son, Liverpool 

DRABBLE, MARIANNE, Alderley Edge, Chester July 22 Slater & Co, Manchester 

FARMER-ATKINSON, HenRy JoHN, FSA, DL, JP, Epsom July 24 Ho'den & Co, Hull 

Gibbs, 1HOMAS, Manchester, Licensed Victualler July 28 ‘Thomson, Manchester 

GLOVER, MARGARET, Binfield, Berks July 31 Duke & Son, Ironmonger In 

GRAY, Rev CHARLES Nornis, Helmsley, Yorks July 25 Mathews & Co, Cannon st 

Haknis, tity, Kingston-upon Hull July3t Cooper, Hull 

HART, PHILIP,Wing, Bucks Aug 26 Newton & Calcott, Leighton Bussard 

HOLDER, HENRY, Horley, Surrey July 28 Morrisons & Nightingele, Horley 

HORN, JOHN, Liverpool Aug 8 Toulmin & ©», Liverpoul 

HoUG MTOM, FERVINAND, Liverpool, Wholesale Optician July 81 Simpson, Liverpool 

JOLLY, REUBEN 1 HOMAS, Walthamstow July 31 Neve & Co, Lime st 

KEEBLE, EMMA, Deptford July 24 Whale & Wates, Woolwich 

LEWIS, HENRY, Portiand pl, South. Clapham rd Augl Laytons, Budge row 

Mak>DEN, Kev THomAS, Radlett, Herts Aug 1 UVraces & Attlee, Billiter sq, 

MARSHALL, MARIAN SARAH, Camberley, Surrey Augi6 Trinder & Co, Leadenhall st 

MEKEDITH, JOHN, Argoed, Mon, Colliery Weigher July 26 Griffiths, Blackwood, Mon 

METCALFE, MINNA HELEN, Leinster sq, Bayawater July 31 Withers & Co, Arundel st 

MILLER, RICHARD, Cheltenham July 23 Griffiths and Waghorn, Cheltenham 

NICHOLS, HENRY SUMMERS, Swanage, Dorset, Piumber Augl Slade, Swa age 

ORROCK, JAMES, Bedford sq July 27 Maude & Tunnicliffe, Arundel House, Arundel st 

PALMER, ee, KICHARD PALMER and SUSANNAH PaLMER, Lincoln Aug 1 Baxter 
& Co, Donecsater 

Peakk, JOHN FoLLOws, Wybunbury, nr Nantwich, Builder July 17 Speakman & Hill, 


Crewe 

PILL, Rowert, Bromley, Kent, Contractor July 91 Weller, Bromley, Kent 

POULTER, ToM, Borvughbridye, Yorks, General Deaier July 20 Hirst & Capes, Borough- 
bridge 

Powys-Keck, HARRY LeYCESTER, Kingston hill, Surrey July 31 Berridge & Soas, 
Leicester 


PRESTON, REUBEN THOMAS, Hayes, Kent July 30 Ashurst & Co, Throgmorton av 

REBBECK, EDWARD Wisk, Bournemouth Aug lt Druitt, Bournemouth 

RICHARDSON, ANNE, Bath Dec 3i Baxter, Lewes 

KOUTLEDGE, MARY ANN, York Julv 3t Holtby & Procter, York 

RUTHERFORD, FREDER CK, Somers rd, Brixton Hill, Licensed Victualler July 23 Pope, 
Devereux ct, Temple 

SLIGHT, Geonck, MD Kichmod, Surrey Aug 2 Sheard & Co, Clement’s inn 

STONHAM, ADELAIDE, Lympne, Kent July 26 Hallett & Co, Ashford 

TAYLOR, SARAH, Boston, Lincs July 31 Mi lington & Co, Boston - 

THOMA’, CAROLINE, Loftus rd, Shepherd's Bush July 24 Tatham & Co, Queen Vic- 
toria st 

TYTHERIVGK, ELIZABETH Sorputa, Hastings Aug30 Ttyheridge, Tierney rd, 

JAMES, Leytonstone, Essex Aug5 Keith, Southampton st, Holborn 

" LEN, Needham Market, Suffolk July 25 Thompson & Debenhams, St Albans, 

erts 

WHEELER, KATHERINE BORTHWICK, Queensborough ter, Hyde Park Aug8 Francis & 
Calder, Adelaide pl, London Bridge 

WHITFIELD, SARAH HANNAH, Wallasey, Chester Augi Alsop & Co, Liverpool 

WiIGMORK, JOHN BRACHER, Cumnor, Berks, Farmer Aug 1 Galpin, Oxford 

WILD, BERTRAM WILLIAM, Sevenoaks, Kent July 24 Wake & Co, Aldersgate st 

WILLIAMS, EDWARD, Liverpool Aug4 Jones & Co, Liverpool 

WITHERS, MARY JANE, Withdean, nr Brighton Aug8 Francis & Calder, Adelaide pl, 
London Bridge 

WRIGHT, GEORGE MELLOR, Belper, Derby July 28 Walker & Terry, Belper, Derby- 
shire 





London Gazette.—TUESDAY, July 1. 


AscrorT, WILLIAM, Pemberton, Wigan, Quarry Master July 10 Taylor & Co, Wigan 

BooKeR, Louisa, Kenworth, Warwick Aug il Wright & Co, Leamington 

Brown, HENRY Davis, Tunbridge Wells, Tobacconiit July 24 Petrie, King 
W iiliam st 

CHRISTIE, NORMAN PETER, Hoddesdon, Herts Aug 31 Longmore & Co, Hertford 

CLARKE HARRIET CUKTIS, Parkstone, Dorses July 28 Pink & Marston, Portsmouth 

COLE, WILLIAM, Northampton July 26 Howes & Co, Northampton 

COLEMAN, BENJAMIN LONGDEN, Sandwich, Kent Angi Cloke, Sandwich 

CONINGHAM, Col FREDMRICK, Comer.gh rd, West Kensington Aug 7 Robins & Co, 
Lincoln's ton tlelds 

CoopErR, Grores, Frinton on Sea, Essex July 28 Regge & Ackroyd, Finsbury circus 

CoopeR, MARY ANN, Leicester July 30 Stevenson & Son, Leicester 

CRIGAN, HUGH ALEXANDER ConWAY, Bexhill on Sea August 1 Masterman & 
Everington, Pancras In 

Croprer, ANN JANE, Maghull, Lancs July31 J H Glover, Liverpool 

CROWTHER, GeorGk HEN&Y, Huddersfield, Civil Engineer July 31 J W Piercy, 
Huddersfield 

DAVIDSON, JOHN, Haydon Bridge, Northumberland July 31 Baty & Fisher, Hexham 

Druck, HERBERT, Circus rd St John’s Wood July 28 Lithgow & Pepper, Wimpole st 

DRYDEN, EDWARD, Distington, Cumberland, Relieving Officer August 12 Atkinson 
& Co, Whitehaven 

EMMETT, HENRY CLYDE, Dawlish, Devon July 14 Boone, Bristol 

FERRIER- KERR, HAMILTON CAMPBELL GUTHRIE, Palace mans, Buckingham Gate Aug 
5 Martineau & Reid, Raymond bidgs 

HALL, ANNE TOWNSHEND, Hempnall, Norfolk Aug1 Barnard & Son, Norwich 

HARMAN, ALFRED Hv@u, Haslemere, Surrey July 31 Dinn & Son, Gresham bidgs 

HasksY, ANN, Erdington, Birmingham July 26 Botteley & Sharp, Birmiogham 

HILL, HUneRtT JoHN, Heaton Chapel July 831 Boote & Co, Manchester 

JACKSON, Eame EMILY Consett, Culford mans, Cadugon gds, Chelsea July 31 Blount 
& Co, Albe narie st 

JOHNSON, HANNAH, Nottingham July 31 Watson & Co, Nottingham 

JOLLIFFE, ELLEN, Carisbro ke, Isle of Wight Aug Bailey, jun, Newport, Isle of 
W ight 

Jones, THOMAS ALEXANDER, Brighton July 31 Fillmer & Port, Brighton 

KEENE, GEORGE BERNERS RUCK, Lexden, Colchester Aug 15 Valpy & Co, Lincoln's 
inn fle ds 

KELLiTT, Rosert, Higher Tranmere, Birkenhead July 31 Newman & Co, Liverpool 

KENTISH, WILLIAM, Edgbaston, Birmingham July 30 Lee & Co, Birmingham 

Legs, JoHN WILLIAM, Macclesfield July 31 Hinchcliffe, Manchester, 

MARTIN, - 7 West Southbourne, Hants July 31 Fielder & Co, Raymonds bidgs, 
Gray's inn 

aeyeneee, a West Woodburn, Northumberland July 24 Brumell & Sample, 

orpet 
PALMER, Tau-x, Redland, Bristol July 23 Stephens, Cardiff 





QUARE, FANNY MARIA, Effingham rd, Lee, Kent Augi12 Hall & Son, West Smithfield 
RADFORD, JOHN RIDGWAY, Queen Anne’s mans, Saint James’ Park July 27 Kingsbury 
& Turner, George st, Portman sq 
ROBINSON, THOMAS, Glaisdale, Yorks Aug9 Buchannan & Sons, Whitb; 
SINCLAIR, SAMUEL GisgoN, Liverpool, Merehant Augil Alsop & Co Liverpool 
STEAR, JAMES, Newbegin, Chapeltown, nr Sheffield ~~ 1 Smith & Co, Sheftield 
0 


TAYLOR, JOHN, Nottingham, Municipal Clerk Aug 6 Johnson, Nottingham 
THORLEY, MARY, Tutbury, Staffs July 21 Cull & Co, Ashbourne 
WHATELY, CAROLINE, Kedhill, Surrey Ang 1 Mole & Co, Reigate 
WILTON, JANE EMILY, Torquay Aug 2 Hext, Torquay 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, July 4. 


ALLEN, ALFRED, Kidderminster Aug 1 Crowther & Boning, Kidderminster 

ASHBY, FRANCIS, Staines Augi2 Nash & Co, Queen st, Cheapside 

ATKINS, ELIZA Beipess, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick July 31 Egginton, Birmingham 

BAKER, ROBERT CAMPBELL, Kdgware rd, Engineer July 30 Stewart, Clements inn 

BARFOOT, ALICR, St George's mans, Red Lion sq Aug 18 North, High Holborn 

oo SPENCER DANIEL, Glazebury, Lancs, Farmer Aug 1 Fowden & Co, Man- 
chester 

BAYLIS, WILLIAM, Slough, Bucks, Butcher July 31 Barrett & Son, Slough 

BooOTHMAN, HERBERT HENRY, Halifex Aug? Pickles, Halifax 

BOWATER, PARAH ANN, Harborne, Birmingaam July 31 Eggintor, Birmingham 

CARRE, MARY ANN, Hertford Sept 1 Long.nore & Co, Hertford 

CoLBY, JAMES GEORGE ERNEST, F RCS, Malton, Yorks Aug 23 Pearson & Russell 
Malton, Yorks 

CoLBY, WILLIAM TAYLOR, M D, J P, Malton, Yorks Aug 23 Pearson & Russell 
Malton, Yorks 

COLLIER, THOMAS, Stapenhill, Derby Augi13 Taylor, Burton on Trent 

Cooper, JoHN WALTER, Risley, Derby, Lace Hand Aug20 Sale & Son, Derby 

CORNELL, LyptA, Erie, New York Ang 15 Hadfield & Co, Manchester 

Cox, WALTER GEORGE, Sout’ Norwood hill July 24 Kerly & Co, Austin friars 

DEAN, JOHN, Liverpool Aug2 Mason & Ce, High Holborn 

DITCHAM, WILLIAM HENRY, EASTeRsY Harwich, Essex July 28 Ward & Co, Harwich 

DossETT, WALTER, Maidstone, Engise Driver Augi5 Howlett, Maidstone 

DueuipE, JouHN, Dover Augl5 Cameron & Co, Liverpool 

Bincu, HoRSELL, Woking July31 Griftith & Chown, Walbrook 

ENGELBERT,CHARLES, Tonbridge Aug 1 Hartcup & Davis, Cromwell House Surrey st 

Gay, WILLIAM, North Waterloo, Physican Aug 7 Watson & Atkinson, Liverpoo! 

GOODLAKE, MARY FREDERICA, Charles st, Berkeley sq Aug 16 Ellis & Co, Albemarle st 

Hitcu, EMtLy Mary, Melbourne, Cambridge July 31 Jordan & Lavington, Cheapside 

HORNSBY, FANNY, Nenthead, Cumberland Augi Hodgson, Stanhope, Durham 

HOSKYNS-ABRAHALL, JAMES, Tavistock, Devon Aug 2 Chilcott & Chilcott, Tavistock 

Ives, WALTER HENRY, Halesworth, Suffolk,Currier Aug 7 Blyth, Norwich 

JAMES, EDWARD, Peterborough July 19 Percival & Son, Peterboro' 

JONES, THOMAS REGINALD, Colwyn Bay, Physician Augil Morgan & Co, Colwyn Bay 

KAVANAGH, FREDERICA ELLEN, Cumberland House, Kensington Court July 31 Lithgow 
& Pepper, Wimpole st 

KILEURN, JAMES, Meltham, nr Huddersfield, Ironfounder Aug 12 Kidd &, Co 
H»imfirth 

LAWRENCE, ALFRED ERNEST, Ancil st, Lillie rd, Fulham Sept 31 Hubbard, Chancery In 

LAWRENCE, EMILY MARIA, St Anne's Heath, Virginia Water,Surrey Sept 31 Hubbard, 
Chancery In 

LEDGER, HENKY, Upton rd, Bexley Aug 15 Francis & Calder, Adelaide pl, London 
Briige 

LEEFE, THOMAS, Malton, Yorks, Ironmonger Aug23 Pearson & Russell, Malton, Yorks 

LEWIS, PHILIP THOMAS, Abercanaid, Merthyr Tydfil July 31 Jones, Merthyr Tydfil 

MACFARLANE, JOHN LAIRD, Potterhill, Paisley, NB Aug 14 Boulton & Co, Northamp- 
ton sq 

MONAIR, CHARLES, Liverpool Augl Behn Liverpool 

MORSHEAD, LEOTITIA SELINA, Launceston, Cornwall July 21 Cowlard & Co Launceston 

OGDEN, SARAH, Blackpool July 31 Jackson, Oloham 

OLIVER, Lucy ELLEN, Nottingham Aug 12 Acton & Marriott, Nottingham 

PARKIN, Louisa, Brighouse Augi2 Jubb & Co, Halifax 

PoRTER, JANE, Welling, Kent July 39 Peters, Guildhall chmbrs, Basinghall st 

Purtick, JoHN, Chichester Augi15 Sowton & Co, Chichester 

RUTLAND, ELAM JOSHUA, Willesden, Middlesex July 25 Welman & Sons, Westbourne 
grove 

SENDELL, AUGUSTUS JosEPH, Beaufort st,Chelses Aug5 Goddard, Clement's inn 

SISSONS, JAMES, Peasley Vale, Nottingham, Mill Manager Aug2 Alcock, Mansfield f 

SMITH, MARGARET JANE, Camberley,Surrey Aug 5 Shelton & Co, New ct, Lincoln’s 
inp 

SPEIGHT, THOMAS, Leeds, Contractor Aug9 Lumb, Leeds 

STAINES, ELIZA JAN®, Compton rd, Kensal Rise Aug 1 Pierron & Ellis, Vernon st, 
West Kensington 

SToTT, MARY ANN, Brighouse, Yorks Aug12 Jubb & Co, Halifax 

TAPLIN, CATHERINE WILTSHIRE, Wilberforce rd, Finsbury Park Aug6 Styring & 
Sons, Shertield 

TAYLOR, JOSEPH, Whitworth, nr Rochdale, Coal Merchant July 30 Owen, Rochdale 

TEMPLER, ALICE JANK, Wargrave, Berks July 24 Walters & Co, New sq 

THOMAS, HENRY FELIX, Croydun Aug 5 Needham & Tyer, Bloomsbury sq 

THOMAS, SARAB, Croydon Aug5 Needham & Tyer, Bloorasbury sq 

TIMMIS, THOMAS, Stone, Worcester, Farmer July 17 Crowther & Boning, Kidderminst er 

TRAIL, JAMES, Hanover st, Peckham, shipping Agent Aug 16 Burgoynes & Vo, 
Oxfoid st 

TUCKER, WALLACE ANDREWS, Worthing July 31 Thrupp & Co, Old Cavendish st 

TURNER, WILLIAM, Atnerstons, Warwickshire Aug6 Slater & Co, Manchester 

VAUGHAN, ANNA MARia, Clitton, Bristol Aug 16 King & Co, Bristol 

WALKER, JOHN, Kingston — Hull July 18 Everatt & Silvester, Goole 

WATSON, ANN, Blackburn uly 21 B-nnison, Blackburn 

WATSON, DANIEL, Newick, Sussex Augi Lewis & Holman, Lewes 

WELSMAN, ALFRED, Exe er, Basket Maker July 14 J & S P Pope, Exeter 

WOOLMONTON, JOHN HENRY, Beaminster, Dorset Aug2 Kitson & Trotman, Beaminster 


Lo don Gazette.—Tourspay, July 8. 
ABREY, ALBERT, Gordon st, Plaistow, Woollen Merchant Sept9 Long & Co, Bedford 


row 

ASHTON, JOHN CHARLESWORTH, Penistone, nr Sheffield, Farmer July 26 Dransfield & 
Hodgkinson, Penistone 

BATTISCOMBE, Major WILLIAM WILSON, Ashburton, Devon July 25 Tucker & Son, 
Ashburton 

BEHRENS, WALTER LION®%; Manchester, Merchant Aug 25 Farrar & Co, Manchester 

BooTaROYD, MaRTHA ANN, Huddersfield Aug5S Sykes, Huddersfield 

BORROUGHS, ROBERT, Rusholme, Manchester, Licensed Victualler Aug 22 Whitworth, 
Manchester 

BuRGEsS, JAME*, St Leonards on Sea Augi18 Collins & Collins, King William st 

CHAMBERLAIN, ELIzA, Royston, Herts Augil Wortham & Co, Royston - 

CHANDLER, BENJAMIN WORSLEY, Shepherds Hill, Highgate Aug 31 Chandler & Co, 
New ct, Lincoln's inn 

CLOUGH, SARAH ANN, Bradford Aug 8 Wright & Co, Shipley 

Cook, Jos, Lockwood, Huddersfield, Cab Proprietor Aug 5 Sykes, Huddersfield 

CUNDEY, MARY, Scarborough Aug 12 Birdsall & Co, Scarborough 

DOUGLAS, SIR ARCHIBALD Lucius, G.C.C., G.C.V.0., Winchfieid, Hants Aug 9 Radcliff 
& Hood, Craven st 

FirTH. JouN BaTss, Birkby, Huddersfield, Stone Mason Aug 5 Sykes, Huddersfield 

GARTSIDE, AMELIA, Southport Aug 14 Brighouse & Co 

GILL, WILLIAM, Suttoa, Surrey Augll Adams, Victoria st 

Gutasse Asowoe, ROSALIE MIDDLETON, Crowborough Aug6 Baker & Nairne 
Crosby sq 
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GLASS, CHARLES JOHN, Worthing Augi6 Bell & Co, Sutton, Surrey 
GooDRICK, JOHN PORTMAN, Edgbaston, | Birmingham, Rope Masatactarer Aug 9 


Cottrell & Sen, Birnin, 


GREEN, JAMES, Leigh, Worcester, Farmer Aug 25 Roberts, Worcester 
GREGG, ROBERT JOHN, Sandown, I ef W, Aug8 Jonas, Carey st 


a : teed JoHN, Dartmouth rd, Willesden Aug 
tran 

HAIGH, ELEANOR, Kingston upon Hull 
HARPER, WALTER, Brondesbury vil as, Willesden, Coal 


Oxford 


HARRISON, NICHOLAS, Waddington, Yorks July 31 Briggs, Padiham 


Hart, ELIZABETH, Exeter rd, Brondesbury Aug4 Rye & 
HAYHURST, JAMES, Waddington, Yorks, Weaver July 31 
HAYWARD, ‘JANE, Westbourne, Bournemou'h 
ILLINGWORTH, THOMAS, Chatburn, Lancs July 31 Briggs, 
JENNINGS, HENRY BENJAMIN, Rugby July 30 


MACARTNEY, ANNA SOPHIA, Thurloe sq, Keusington Aug 


ct, Walbrook 
MaJor, EL1ZABETH, Clifton, Bristol Aug7 Bevan & Co, 


MAWSON, HELEN, Headindley, Leeds Augs8 Piercy, Leeds 
MITCHELL, JOHN, Falmouth, Engineer Tool Maker July 26 Moore & Shenherd, 
fax 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London azette.—Tuxspay, July 1. 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


THOMAS, JOHN, Cathays, Cardiff, Contractor Cardiff Pet 
June 25 Ord June 25 

VicKkERS JOHN CuPpiTT, Didsbury nr Manchester, In 
surance Agent Manchester Pet June 26 Ord June 
26 

WALTERS, JANE REEVES, Swansea, Fruiterer Swansea 
Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

WEYMAN, ERNEST, Corringham rd, Golder’s Green, Up- 
holsterer High Court Pet June 23 Ord June 23 

WHITE, CHARLES, Barlow, Derby, Licensed V -ctualler 
Chesterfield Pet June 26 Ord June 20 

WOLF, CHARLES, Kilburn sq, Loudon, Jeweller 
Pet April 14 O:d June 26 

WRIGHT, WILLIAM FRANCIS, sen, Brancaster 
Norfolk, Builder Norwich Pet June 27 

Yates, EpwaAkD HENKY, Barcombe av, Streatham Hill, 
Hosier’s Manager Wandsworth Pet June 27 Ord 
June 27 


Amended Notice subs ituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 27: 


JoHST, CARL GUSTAV CHRISTIAN, Stroud Green rd, Butter 
Dealer High Court Pet April 24 Ord May 22 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


WARDE, WILLIAM ARMITAGE, Leeds, Grocer 
Adjud July 23 1901 Annul June 23 


Croydon 
Staithe, 


Leeds 


London Gaze!te.—FRIDAY, July 4. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
BALKE, HuGo, Sheffield, Razor Grinder 
July 2 Ord July 2 
BASE, JEMIMA CECILIA, yma ee 4 park, Wanstead High 
Court Pet July 2 Ord July 2 


Sheffield Pe 


BECKETT, JABEZ, Steeple Claydon, Bucks, Haulier Banbury | 


Pet July 1 Ord July 1 

BROCKLEBANK, ELIZABETH, Staveley, 
Kendal Pet June 20 Ord June 30 

BROCKLEBANK, THOMAS, Staveley, Westmorland, Farmer 
Kendal Pet June 30 Ord June 30 

CoLLiS, DAVID, Manselton, Swan:zea, Fruiterer 
Pet June 30 Ord June 30 

CoomBs, FRANCIS, English B Som, Glos, Builder Newport, 
Mon Pet July 1 Ord July 

DAVIES, WILLIAM, Downs = § ‘c lapton, eT" Manu-'| 
facturer High Court Pet ‘June 4 Ord J ly lt 


Swansea | 


DEAN, BACELL Susan, York York Pet June 30 Ord | 


Aug 20 Farrell, Hull 


Aug 4 Lacey & Son, Bournemouth 
HINCHCLIFFE, CHARLES, Barnsley, Pork Butcher Aug7 Rideal & Son, Barnsley 


Reddish, Rugby 
LAKE, EMILY, Stephen’scres, Westbourne Park Aug 14 "Peake & Co, Bedford row 


Ord June 27 | 


Westmorland 


row 
ORRELL, WILLIAM, Quarlton, 


9 Guscotte & Co, Eseex st, 


Pizzky, JAMES, W ightman rd, 


Merchant Aug 6 Franklin, PLUMMER, HENRY, Fareham, 


Eye, Golden sq 
Briggs, Padiham 
Sim, HELEN, Brichton 


SYMONDS, HENRY, 

TREES, THOMAS, 
Skipton 

TROTTER, JOHN, Brickenden, 


Padiham 
Gargrave, 


3u Stevens & Drayton, Bond 
Bristol 


Victoria st 
WYBORN, WALTER EDWARD, 











) FLoypD, FRANK Rust, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Coal Merchant 

King’s Lynn Pet July 1 Ord July 1 

DON, HERBERT MooRE, Chard, 

Pet May 31 Ord July 1 

HoLMEs, JOHN, Sheffield, Grocer 
Ord July 2 


| Gor 


IMISSON, ALGERNON FREDERICK, Swinton, nr Rotherham, | 


Joiner Sheffield Pet June 30 Ord Jane 30 
LYNCH, EDWARD, Alwyne pl, Canonbury, os Property 
Dealer High Court Pet May 23 
MACKAY, Joux F, Charing cross High Court Set June 9 


Ord July | 

| May, Cnalane, Lei :h on Sea, Essex, Builder Chelmsford 
Pet May 24 Ord June 30 

| Mazza, MOISE, Aldermanbury, Shipper High Court Pet | 
May 14 Ord July 2 | 


MERRILL, NOEL RADCLIFFE, Sheffield, Insurance Broker 
Sheffield Pet June 30 Ord June 3) 

ORGILL, HARRY, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet July 2 
Ord July 2 

PHILP, JAMES, Charterhouse st, Butcher High Court Pet | 
June 7 Ord July 2 

Popk, CHARLES JAMES, Northampton, Brewer North- | 
ampton Pet July 1 Ord July 2 | 

READ, WILLIAM JOHN, Cefn C: ed, Brecknockshire, Hosier 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet June20 Ord June 30 

ROBERTS, EDWARD HUGHES, Lliandysilio, Montgomery, 
Grocer Newtown Pet June 20 Ord July 2 

ROBERTS, FREDERICK, Ashton on Ribble, nr Preston, 
Assistant Cotton Mill Manager Preston Pet June 30 
Ord June 30 

STOKES, GEORGE ALFRED, Shelfieid, nr Walsall, 
Walsall Pet June 28 Ord June 28 

TRENCHARD, WILLIAM Davis, Exeter, Umbrella Maker 
Exeter Pet July 1 Ord Jul 

WEARMOUTH, JOSKPH, Barnard (Castle, 
Merchant Stockton on Tees Pet July 1 

WHITE, FRED, Halwill, Beaworthy, Devon, Saddler 
staple Pet July2 Ord July 2 

WHITEWOOD, GEORGE ABRAM, 


Butcher 


Durham, Corn 
Ord July 1 
Bara 





and WILLIAM HENRY 


WHITEWOOD, Greenwich market, Fruit Salesmen 
Greenwich Pet July 1 Ord July 1 ; 
WILLIAMS, LEONARD, Llananno, Radnor Leominster 


Pet May 22 Ord July 2 


Amended Notice substituted fer that published in the 
London Gazette of June 13: 


WHITE, CHARLES, Westcliff on Sea High Court Pet 
June ll Ord June ll 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


PERCY RUSSELL, Newport, Mon, Outfitter 


BaRRADELL, ’ 
Off Rec, 144, Comnercial st, Newport, 


~~ 12 at 1l 
Mor 


OUSELEY, AUGUSTA MARIA, Torquay Aug 15 
PEAT, JouN, South Shields, Pilot July 30 Hannay & Hannay, South Shields 
PigGorTt, JAMES RoBERT, King William st, Greenwich Aug 1 


PoTTeR, EDWARD THOMAS} Dresden, Longton, Staffs 
Rw.eY, RICHARD, Smallheath, Birmingham 
RUSSELL, WILLIAM JAMEs, Hayes. Kent 
SHEPHERD, WILLIAM, Aspull, nr Wigan, Bricklayer July 26 Gibson, Wigan 
Aug 15 
SUMMERLAND, WILLIAM JAMES, Penn, Staffs Aug 18 
Park-tone, Dorset, Solicitor Aug 12 Symonds & Sons, 


WHEELER, SAMUEL, Reading, 
WILLIAMSON, MARY ANNIE, Queen's gt, Kensington Gore Aug 11 


Youne, JAMES, West Stanley, Durham, Shiftsman 


Somerset Exeter 


| 





Ord Ju | 
| 


| OVERTON, ROBERT CECIL, 





Noy&», Miss SARAH CATHERINE, Torrington sq, Holborn Aug 6 Torr & Co, Bedford 
OGILVY, JOHN FRANCIS, Cornhill, Merchant Aug 23° Oliver & Lyall, Cornhill 


Bolton Aug8 Orrell, Manchester 
Baileys & Co, Berners st 


nr 


Rodgers & Co, W ech 
Howse & Eve, Saltrrs Hall ct 

Goble & Warner, Fareham 
July 19 Patterson, Lungton 
Forthwith Morgan & Box, Cardiff 
20 Bennett & Co, Moorgate st 


Hornsey Aug 30 
Hants, Builder Aug 15 


Au’ 
Barker & Co, Bedford row 

Evans, Walsa!! 

Dorchester 
nr Skipton, Yorks July 28 Charlesworth & Wood, 
Druces & Attlee, Billiter sq 

Witherington, Reading 

Potter 


Herts Aug 16 
Builder Aug 30 
& Co, Queen 


Barnard & Taylor, Lincoln’s Inn flelds 
Aug 5 Crerar, Maryport 


Camdenrd Aug 16 


DAVIES, WILLIAM, Downs rd, Clapton, Millinery Manu- 
facturer July 15 at1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
DEAN, RACHAEL SUSAN, York July 15 at3-15 Off Rec, 

The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 


Sheffield Pet July 2 | Epwarps, RoBERT, Caerau, nr Maesteg, Colliery Labourer 


July 12 at 11 117, St. Mary st, Cardiff 
ETESON, GEORGE HENRY, Liverpool, Stationer July 15 at 
il ‘Of Rec, Union Marine b'dgs, 11, Dale st, Liverpool 
KAY, ALFRED, Pemberton, Wigan, Bricklayer July 15 at 
1l Uff Rec, 19, Exchange et, Bolton 


KILBURN, GEORGR, Richmond, Yorks, Cattle Dealer July 
15 at 11.30 Off Rec, Court ‘chmbrs, Albert 1d, Middles- 
breugh 


LYNCH, EDWARD, Alwyne pl, Canonbury, House Property 

Dealer July 14 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

KAY, JOHN F, Charing cross July 14 at 12 Bank- 

ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

MAZZA, MOISE, yey Shipper July 14 at 11.30 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


Mac 


MIDGLEY, JOSEPH, Colton, Yorks, Farmer July 15 at 2.15 
Off Rec, The Red House, Duncom!e pl, York 
NUTTALL, WILLIAM, Wombwell, nr harnsley, Boot 


Repairer July 14at 10.30 Off Rec, County Court Hall 

Regent st (Eastgate entrance), Barnsle/ 

Oakhill ct, Putney July 16 at 
11.30 182, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

PHILP, JAMES, Charterhouse st, Butcher July 16 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


RADAGE, WALTER, East Kirkby, Notts, Miner July 15 at 


11.30 Off Rec, 4,Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
READ, WILLIAM JOHN, Cefn) Coed, Brecknocksbire, 
Hosier July 14 at12 Off Kec, County Court, Town 


Hall, Merthyr Tydfil 
Preston, 


ROBERTS, FREDERICK, Ashton on Ribb'e, pr 
Assistant Cotton Mill Manager July i4at1l Off Rec, 
13, Winckley st, Preston 

STOKES, GEORGE ALFRED, She'field nr Walsall, Butcher 
July 15 at 12 Off Rec, 30, Lichfield st, Wolverhampton 

VALLANCE, WALTER, Faversham, Butcher July 12 at 12 


Off Rec, 684, Castle 8°, Canterbury 

WHITTALER, JOHN, Accrington, Grocer July 14 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

WRAIGHT, CLARENCE GEORGE, Maidstone, 
Dealer July 12 at 12.30 Off, Rec, (8a, 
Canterbury 

YaTEs, EpwaRD HENRY 
Hosier's Manager July 16 at Il 
minster Bridge rd 

ADJUDICATIONS. 


. 
BALKE, Hvao, Sheffield, Razor Grinder Sheffield 
July 2 Ord July 2 
BARTLETT, FRANCIS 
Queen’s Gate ter 
BECKETT, JABEZ, 
Banbury Pet July 1 Ord Juy 1 


Furniture 
Castle st, 


Barcombe av, Streatham Hill, 
132, York rd, West- 


Pet 


GEORGE CONINGSBY ASHMEAD, 
HighCourt Pet Feb22 Ord June 30 
Steeple Claydon, Bucks, Haulier 


Ju | BASE, TEMA CECILIA, Cambridge pk, Wanstead July 15 
ELLwoop. "Zama, Selby, Yorks Sheffield Pet July 2 Ord | at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st BEHRMANN, Emit, Kingsway House, Kingsway, Portrait 
_ July 2 CLARKE, HARRY, Leamington Spa, Warwick, Motor Car Maker High Court .Pet Mar 14 Ord July 1 
Fawcett, HakrkY NEWTON, Stockton on Tees, Cerkt Manufacturer July 14 at 3 Off Rec, 8, High st, | BROCKLEBANK, ELIZABETH, Staveley, Westmorland 
Middlesbrough Pet July1 Ord July 1 Coventry Kendal vet June 30 Ord June 30 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
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MOoOoOoRGATE STRAT, LONDON, 
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SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICHNSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation 
Suitable Ciauses tor insertion in Leases or Morigages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent on 


application. 


POOLING INSURANCE. 


The Corporation also insures risks in oonnection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURCLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 


a perfected Profit-sharing system. 
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BROCKLEBANK, THOMAS, Staveley, Wes:morland, Farme 
Kendal Pet June 30 Ord Jnne 30 

CAMPBELL, L, Mount st, Director of Public Companies 
High Court Pet Aprili® Ord June 30 

CoomBs, Francis, English Bicktnor, Glos, Builder Newport, 
Moo Pet July 1 Ord July 1 

CORBRIDGE, WILLIAM (deceased) 
Preston, Biscuit Dealer 
June 30 

DEAN, RaCHEL SUSAN, York 
June 30 

ELWoop, EmMA, Sheffield 
July 2 

ETRsON, GEORGE HENRY, Liverpoo!, Stationer Liverpool 
Pet June 5 Ord June 30 

FAWCETT, HARRY NewrTon, Stockton on. Tees, 
Middlesbrough Pet July 1 Ord July 1 

HOLM&Ss, JOHN, Sheffield, Grocer sheffield 
Ord July 2 

Hunt, JAMES, Bradford, Licensed Victualler Bradford 
Pet June 11 Ord June so 

IMISSON, ALGERNON FREDERICK, Swinton, nr Rotherham 
Joiner Sheffield Pet June 30 Ord June 3u 

MERRILL, NOEL Rapcuirre, Sheffield, Insurance Broker 
Sheffield Pet June 30 Ord June’30 

MIDGLEY, JosErH, Colton, Yorks, Farmer 
June 24 Ord June 28 

ORGILL, HARRY, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet July 2 
Ord July 2 

Pork, CHARLES "JAMES, Northampton, 
ampton Pet July1 Ord July 1 

READ, WILLIAM JOHN, Cefn Coed, Brecknockshire, Hosier 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet June 20 Ord June 90 

ROBERTS, ‘FREDERICK, Ashton on Ribble, nr Preston, 
Assistant Cotton Mill Manager Preston Pet June 30 
Ord June 30 

SOULSBY, NORMAN, Blyth, Northumberland, Plumber 
Newcastle upon Tyne Pet June 23 Ord June 27 

STOKES, GEORGE ALFRED, Shelfield, nr Walsall, Butcher 
Walsall Pet June 28 Ord June 28 

TiLtey, Ernest Jonny, Westcliff on 
Chelmsford Pet May 19 Ord June19 

TRENCHARD, WILLIAM Davis, Exeter, Umbrella Maker 
Exeter Pet July i Ord July | 

WEARMOUTH, JOSEPH, Barnard Castle, 
Merchant Stockton on Tees 
July 1 

Wuits, Frep, Halwill, Beaworthy, Devon, Saddler 
staple Pet July 2 Ord July z 

WHITEWOOD, GEORGE ABRAM, and 
WHITEWOOD, Greenwich market, 
Greenwich PetJuly1 Ord July 1 

Amended Notice subsitated for that published in the 
London Gazette of June 13: 


Wuitr, CHARLES, Westcliff? on Sea High Court 
Juve ll Ord June il 


Higher Walton, nr 
Preston Pet May 9 Ord 


York Pet June 30 Ord 


Sheffield Pet July 2 Ord 


Chrk 
Pet July 2 


York Pet 


Brewer North- 


Sea, Engineer 


Durham, Corn 
Pet July 1 Ord 


Barn- 


WILLIAM HENRY 
Fruit Salesmen 


Pet 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 


LAWRENCE, FREDERICK WILLIAM PETHICK, Red Lion t, 
Fleet st High Court Pet April 26 Rec Ord May 14 
Adjud June ll Rese & Annul July 2 


London Gazette. —TUESDAY, July 8, 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


BALMFoRTH, WILLIAM HENRY, Huddersfield, Pork Butcher 
Hudderstield Pet July 3 Ord July 3 

BELL, FREDERIOK STEPHEN, Aston, Birmingham, Clothier 
Birmingham Pet July 4 Ord July 4 

Bissett, WALTER, York, Baker and Confectioner 
Pet July 5 Ord July 6 

BocLer, FAUSTIN MARCBL, Elizaheth st 
Physician High Court Pet July 4 

BRADBURY, WILLIAM Derby, Painter 
Ord July 4 

COLBORN®, ARTHUR JosEPH, Swindon, ‘Bull er 
Pet July 4 Ord July 4 

CORNELL, FRANKLIN, The Haymarket 
June 6 Ord July 1 

DoLBY, GkORGE, Thornton le Dale, Yorks, Journeyman 
Taylor Scarborough Pet July5 Ord July 6 

GANNON, Ricard, Hastings, Fruit Hawker Hastings Pet 
July 3 Ord Joly 3 

GARDNER, DOROTHY, Quendon, Essex, Spinster Cambridge 
Pet April ll Ord June 21 

GoovackE, LAVINIA ANN, Falkingham, Lincoln Peter- 
borough Pet July 4 Ord July 4 

HALL, WILLIAM Henry, Leeds, Grocer’s Manager Leeds 
Pet July 4 Ord July4 

Haknor, ARTHUR, New Mills, Derby, Coal Merchant 
Steckport PetJuly3 Ord Juy3 

HUGHES, FREDERICK CHARLES, Fenny Compton, Warwick, 
Baker Warwick Pet July 3 Ord July 3 

Jackson, W J, Wanstead, Essex, Builder High Court 
Pet June 7 Ord July 4 

JACKSON, WILLIAM OUGHTON, Mostyn avy, Wembley Hill, 
Tobacconist High Court Pet July5 Ord July 5 

JAMES, HENRY, Redruth, Cornwall, Licensed Hawker Truro 
Pet July6 Ord July 5 

Jopper, Harry, Willenhall, Staffs, Boot Maker Wolver- 
hampton PetJuly3 Ord July 3 

KinG, ARTHUR W, Raynes Park,Surrey Kingston, Surrey 
Pet June 18 Ord July3 

LerECULEY, JOHN AUGUSTUS, West Heath drive, West 
Hampstead, Commercial Traveller Barnet Pet July 7 
Ord July 7 

Nixon, JoHN, Lemington, Moreton in Marsh, Glos, Farmer 
Banbury Pet May 24 Ord July 4 

Roocreas, Harry, Stradbroke, Suffolk, Harness Maker 
Ipswich Pet July4 Ord July 4 

SKETCHLEY, FRANK HORSMAN, Nottingham, Teacher of 
Music Nottingham Pet July 3 Ord July 3 

WHATTON, ALBERT HENRY, Newcastle under Lyme, Staffs, 
Iron Merchant Hanley Pet July 4 Ord July 4 

WHITTAKER, JOHN, Accrington, Grocer Blackburn Pet 
June 25 Ord June 25 


York 
Westminster, 
Ord July 4 

Derby Pet July 4 
Swindon 


High Court Pet 





WORRELL, GrorGE, Great Grimsby, Fish Merchant Great 
Grimsby Pet July 3 Ord July'3 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of June 27: 


LOWNDES, FRANCIS WHITE, Wealdstone, Middx, Dairyman 
St Albans Pet May 31 Ord June 25 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Jones, ALFRED Exocu, Harnd.worth, Birmingham Bir- 
mingham Pet Mar 29 Rec Ord April23 Res July 4 


{FIRST MEETINGS, 


BELL, FREDERICK STEPHEN, Aston, Birmingham, Clothier 
July 16 at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, 
Birmingham 

BELL, WILLIAM Moork, Ringwood, Hants, Poultry Farmer 
July 17 at 12.45 Of Rec, City Chambers Catuerine st, 
Salisbury 

BOCLET, FAUSTIN MARCEL, Elizabeth st, Westminster, 
Physician July 17 at1i Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

COLLIS DAVID, Manselton, Swansea, Fruiterer July 16 at 
1130 Off Ree, Government bidgs, St Mary's st, Swan- 
sea 

CORNELL, FRANKLIN, Haymarket July 17 at 12 Bank- 
ruptey bidgs, Carey st 

DoLBy, GrorGE, Thorntun le Dale, Yorks, Journeyman 
Tailor July 16 at4 Off Rec, 48, Westborough, Scar- 
borough : 

Fawcett, HARRY NEWTON, Stockton on Tees, Clerk July 
17 at 12 Off Rec, Court CUhmbs, Albert rd, Middles- 
brough 

GANNON, RICHARD, Hastings, Fruit Hawker July 16 at 
2.30 Off Rec, 124, Mariborough p!, Brighton 

HANCOCK, CHARLES FRED#RICK, sheffield, German Silver 
Manafacturer July 16 at 12.30 Off Rec, Figtree la, 
Shetfield 

Hink, THOMAS WILLIAM, ARTHUR HINE, and Rosiz HINE, 
Wantage, Berks, Farmers July 17 at 12 Off Ree, 1, 
St. Aldate st, Oxford 

IMISSON, ALGERNON FREDERICK, Swinton, nr Rotherham, 
Joiner July i6at12 Off Rec, Figiree In, Sheffield 

Jackson, W J, Wans.ead, Essex, builder July 16 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

JACKSON, WILLIAM OUGHTON, Mostyn av, Wembley Hill, 
Tobacconist July 16at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

JoppEer, Harry, Willennall, Staffs, Bootmaker July 16 
at lz Off Rec, 30, Lichfleld st, Wolverhampton 

Kine, ARTHUR W, Raynes Park. Swrey July 16 at 12 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

MERRILL, NOEL RADCLIFF#, Shettield, Insurance Broker 
July 16 at 11.80 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

NURSALL, WILLIAM, Sandiacre, Derby, Farmer July 16 
at 3 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Pork, CHARLES JAMES, Northampton, Brewer July 18 
at iz Off Rec, The Parade, Northampton 

ROBE“TS, EDWARD HueHks, Lladdysilio, Montgomery, 
Grocer July 16 at 2.30 Law Society's -Room, College 
hill, Shrewsbury 

ROBINSON, GEORGE THOMAS, Batley Carr, Drewsbury,|Dyer 
July 16at3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st 
Dewsbury 

RoGeERS,: HARRY, Stradbroke, Suffolk, Harness Muker 
July 23.at 2.30 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Tuomas, JOHN, Cathays, Cardiff, Contractor July 18 at 12 
117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

THOMPSON, FREUKRICK GEORGE, Wisbech, Cambridge, 
Bazaar Proprietor July 16 at3 Off Rec, 8, King st, 
Norwich 

TRENCHARD, WILLIAM Davis, Exeter, Umbrella Maker 
Jaly 16 at 11.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

WALTERS, JANE REEVES, Swansea July l6at1l Off Rec, 
Government bidgs, St Mary's at, Swansea 

WEARMOUTH, JOSEPH, Parnard Castle, Durham, Corn 
Merchant July 17 at 11.30 Off Rec, Gourt chmbrs, 
Albert rd, Middesbrough 

WHits, ;CHARLES, Barlow, Derby, Licensed Victualler 
July 17 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Castie p!, Park st, Notting- 


ham 
WHITE, FRED, Halwill, Beaworthy, Devon, Saddler July 
22at1l Off Kec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 
WHITEWOOD, GEORGE ABRAM, and WILLIAM HENRY 
WHITEWOOD, Greenwich market, Fruit Salesmen 
July 18at1l 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


BALMFORTH, WILLIAM HkNRY, Huddersfield, Pork 
Butcher Huwdersfield PetJuly3 Ord July 3 

BARRADELL, PERCY KUSSELL, Newport, Mon, Outfitter 
Newport, Mon Pet June9 Ord July 3 

BASE, JEMIMA CECILIA, Wanstead, Essex High Court 
Pet July2 Ord July 4 

BELL, FREDERICK STEPHEN, Aston, Birmingham, Clothier 
jirmingham PetJuly4 Oid July5 

Bissett, WALTER, York, Baker York Pet July 5 Ord 


July 5 

BOCLET, FAUSTIN MARCEL, Elizabeth st, Westminster, 
Physician High Court Pet July4 Ord July7 

BRADBURY, WILLIAM, Derby, Painter Derby Pet July 4 
Ord July 4 

CARTER, FRANK RICHARD, Farnborough, Hants, Surgeon 
Dentist Guildford Pet May 28 Ord July 1 

COLBORNE, ARTHUR JOSEPH, Swindon, Builder Swindon 
Pet July 4 Ord July 4 

COLLIS, DAVID, Manseiton, Swansea, Fruiterer Swansea 
Pet June 30 Ord July 3 

DAVIES, WILLIAM, Downs rd, Clapton, Millinery Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet June4 Ord July 4 

DOLBY, GEORGE, Thornton le dale, Yorks, Journeyman 
lailor a Pet July 5 Ord July 5 

GANNON, RICHARD, Hastings, Fruit Hawker Hastings 
Pet Juy 3 Ord July 3 

GAY, ALBERT, birmingham, Engineer Pet 
May 26 Ae July 3 

GOODACRE, VINIA ANN, Faikington, Lincol . 

7 berenee re Joly ¢ Ord July'4 > 

ALL, WILLIAM HENRY, Leeds, Grocer’s Mana Leed 

Pet July 4 Ord July 4 " si ; 


Gloucester 


Harrop, ARTHUR, New Mills, Derby, Coal Merchant 
Stockport Pet July 3 Ord July 3 

JACKSON, WILLIAM OUGHTON, Mostyn av, Wembley Hill, 
Tobacconist High Court Pet July5 Ord July 5 

JAMES, HENRY, Redruth, Cornwall, Licensed Hawker 
Truro Pet July 6 Ord July 5 

Jopner, HARKY, Willenhali, Staffs, Boot Maker Wolver- 
hampton Pet July 3 Ord July 3 

KRETZSCHMAR, CURT ROBERT, Kingly st, Regent at, 
Wholesale Furrier High Court Pet June 2 Ord 


July 3 

Locum ans, Lieut B 8S, Belgaum,jIndia High Court Pet 
April3 Ord July Z 

REES, HERBERT FREDERICK,Southsea, Hants Portsmouth 
Pet June 3 Ord July 1 

ROBERT, EpwWaRD Hueuers, Liandysilio, Montgomery, 
Grocer Newtown Pet June 20 Ord July 6 

Rogers, Harry, Stradbroke, Suffolk, Harness Maker 
Ipswich Pet July 4 Ord July4 

SKETCHLKY, FRANK HorsMAN, Nottingham, Teacher of 
Music Nottingbam Pet July 3 Ord July 3 

Sponge. ARTHUR Henry, Bodlondeb, Valley, 
Bangor Pet May 27 Ord July 3 

WHATTON, ALBERT HENRY, Newcastle under Lyme, Irou 
Merchant Hanley Pet July 4 Ord July 4 

WBRIITAKER, JoBN, Ac’rington, Grocer Blackburn Pet 
Jane 25 Ord June 25 

WILLIAMS, JOHN, and JANE WILLIAMS, Bethnal Green rd 
Cheesemongers High Court Pet May 22 Ord July 4, 

WORRELL, GEORGE, Great Grimsbv, Fish Merchant Great 
Grimsby Pet July3 Ord July 3 


Anglesey 








Bo you know_... 
Dr. LAHMANN’S 


COTTONWOOL 
UNDERWEAR ? 


If not, be advised and send for 
particulars and Free Cuttings. 


THE LAHMANN AGENCY, 
245, HICH HOLBORN, W.C. 




















ESSRS. HERRING, SON, & DAW, 
AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALUEBS, 
Sanitary and Mortgage Surveyors, 
12, OLD JEWRY CHAMBERS, E.C., 
and 312, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W. 
(Established 1773.) 
hy Nos.—“5964 Bank,” “130 Streatham. 
— cee Oldest. London.” 





FIRE RISK.—THE PRINCIPAL INSURANCE 
COMPANIES WILL NOW ARRANGE TO PAY 
THEIR CLIENTS THE FULL AMOUNT OF 
Totrat Loss INCURRED BY FIRE, AS SHOWN 
BY OUR VALUATIONS. 


INVENTORIES OF ART COLLECTIONS, 
FURNITURE, AND OTHER VALUABLES, 
SECURING PROTECTION TO OWNERS, ARE 


PREPARED IN ALL PARTS OF THE KINGDOM. 


NIGHT, FRANK & RUTLEY, 
K 20, HANOVER SQUARE, W. 








AW.—GREAT SAVING.—For prompt 


payment 26 per cent. will be taken off the 
writing charges :— 
Abstracts Copied 
Briefs and Drafts 
Deeds Round Hand 
Fall Copies “< oe 
PAPER.—Foolscap, 1d. per sheet Draft, $d, ditto 
Parchment, 1s. 6d, to 3s. 6d. per skin. 
KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn. £.0 


BRAND'S 
MEAT JUICE 
FOR INVALIDS. 


Prepared from the Finest Meat only, 
In Flasks, price 1/4 and 2/6. 
SOLD HVERYWHEPRE 


BRAND & CO., Ltd., Mayfair Works, Vauxhall, S.W. 


‘ollowing 

















